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FOREWORD 


This  monograph  covers  the  development  of  the  Army  heavy  division 
from  its  origin  in  the  Division  Restructuring  Study  of  1976  to  presen¬ 
tation  of  an  objective  Division  86  to  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff  in 
October  1979.  A  second  volume  will  treat  the  other  elements  of  Army 
86.  Division  86  was  the  first  of  a  series  of  basic  organizational 
studies  that  included  Corps  86,  Infantry  Division  86,  and  Echelons 
Above  Corps.  These  studies  had  the  aim  of  refashioning  Army  tactical 
and  support  organizations  and  operational  concepts  that  could  harness 
the  combat  power  of  the  new  generation  of  weapons  and  systems  programed 
to  enter  the  force  between  1979  and  1986. 

When  the  United  States  Army  last  reorganized  its  divisions  in 
the  early  196Qs  from  the  Pentomic  to  the  ROAD  structures,  no  full, 
documented  account  was  written.  It  is  hoped  that  this  monograph  and 
the  one  to  follow  will  provide  a  useful  record  of  the  rationale  and 
development  of  the  structures  of  Army  86. 


August  1980 


BROOKS  E.  KLEBEi.,  Fh.D. 
Chief  Historian 


The  original  version  of  this  volume  was  classified  CONFIDEN¬ 
TIAL,  restricting  the  scope  of  its  distribution  in  comparison  to  the 
second  volume  which  was  UNCI  SSIFIED.  When  it  became  apparent  that 
an  extensive  reprinting  of  both  volumes  of  A  Biatovy  of  Army  86 
would  be  needed,  it  seemed  best  to  "sanitize"  Volume  I  so  that  it 
too  could  appear  in  an  unclassified  form.  The  present  edition  is 
the  result. 


June  1982 


HENRY  0.  MALONE,  JR.,  Ph.D. 
Chief  Historian 
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THE  AUTHOR 


Mr.  John  L.  Romjue,  Field  History  Coordinator  in  the  Historical 
Office  of  the  U.S.  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command,  is  an  Army 
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modern  European  history,  then  continued  graduate  study  in  the  Univer¬ 
sity  of  California,  Berkeley.  Before  joining  the  Training  and  Doc¬ 
trine  Command  historical  staff  in  1974,  he  served  as  a  historian  in 
the  Naval  Facilities  Engineering  Command  and  as  the  command  historian 
in  the  Army  Combat  Developments  Experimentation  Command.  In  addi¬ 
tion  to  producing  several  historical  monographs  in  the  area  of  Army 
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combat  developments,  he  is  the  author  of  numerous  book  reviews  in 
modern  German  and  European  history  and  has  published  short  stories 
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TREFACE 


In  the  late  1970s,  a  new  generation  of  advanced  Army  weapons  and 
equipment  was  approaching  production  and  deployment.  These  systems  would 
i" Produce  a  new  and  higher  level  of  combat  potential  to  Army  divisions. 
Reorganization  has  sometimes  seemed  more  reflexive  than  valid,  but  the 
need  to  reshape  organizations  and  operational  concepts  ro  the  powerful 
new  weapons  that  would  come  into  the  force  in  the  1980s  was  incontrovertible. 
At  Department  of  the  Army  direction,  the  U.S.  Army  Training  and  Doctrine 
Cotsnand  had  undertaken  a  study  and  evaluation  of  division  restructuring  in 
1978.  Division  86  broadened  that  continuing  project  into  a  thorough, 
systematic,  function-oriented  study. 

This  monograph  examines  the  background  of  Division  86,  the  theoretical 
basis  in  the  TRADOC  Battlefield  Development  Plan,  and  the  management  scheme 
and  analytical  method  that  planners  emploved.  It  covers  in  detail  the  work 
of  the  task  forces  at  Fort  Leavenworth  an-  the  TRADOC  Army  schools,  as 
guided  by  the  TRADOC  commander.  It  notes  the  important  analyses  and  studies 
instrumental  in  the  process  and  the  battle  management  and  other  concepts 
underlying  Division  86.  Finally,  it  presents  the  objective  division  approved 
by  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff  in  October  1979.  Changes  made  subsequent  to 
approval  are  noted  and  will  be  documented  in  a  second  volume  covering  the 
continuing  Army  86  projects. 

The  primary  documentary  sources  cited  in  the  footnotes  are  located  In 
the  Plannlng/Air-Land  Directorate  of  Office  of  the  Deput/  Chief  of  Staff 
for  Combat  Developments,  Headquarters ,  TRADOC,  at  Fort  Monroe,  Va.  Copies 
of  many  of  these  documents  have  been  retained  in  the  TRADOC  Historical 
Office  files. 

The  preparation  of  this  monograph  owes  much  to  the  cooperation  and 
assistance  of  the  TRADOC  combat  developments  staff.  A  special  debt  is  owed 
to  Lieutenant  Colonel  L.  D.  Blttrlch,  who  had  coordination  responsibilities 
for  Division  86  at  TRADOC  Headquarters  between  July  1979  and  April  1980. 

The  monograph  was  typed  by  Mrs.  Claudine  D.  Lovett. 
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ABSTRACT 


A  History  of  Army  86  is  a  record  of  how  U.S.  Army  planners  of 
the  Training  and  Doctrine  Command  developed  during  1978-80  modernized 
concepts  and  structures  for  the  divisions,  corps,  and  higher  echelons 
of  the  Army  that  was  envisioned  for  the  late  1980s.  This  volume 
treats  the  background  of  the  effort  and  its  central  first  task,  the 
development,  through  October  1979,  of  Division  86,  the  heavy  division. 

Carried  through  by  the  TRADOC  commander,  General  Donn  A.  Starry, 
the  Division  86  effort  had  its  origins  in  significant  division  re¬ 
structuring  studies  and  evaluations  by  his  predecessor,  General 
William  E.  DePuy,  but  posed  a  new  departure  in  its  conceptual  approach. 
This  was  based  on  General  Starry's  view  of  the  NATO  "central  battle" 
and  its  constituent  functional  elements,  as  elucidated  in  a  Battle¬ 
field  Development  Plan  prepared  in  November  1978.  Starry  involved 
the  TRADOC  schools  and  integrating  centers  fully  in  the  study,  analy¬ 
sis,  and  structuring  of  Division  86,  employing  functional  task  forces 
which  developed  operational  concepts  spelling  out  the  battlefield 
functions  of  target  servicing,  air  defense,  suppression  and  counter- 
fire,  interdiction,  command-control-communications  and  electronic 
warfare,  logistical  support,  force  mobility,  surveillance-fusion,  and 
reconstitution.  From  these  operational  concepts,  the  task  forces 
weighed  exhaustively  the  organizational  options,  as  guided  by  the 
TRADOC  commander  and  the  Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army. 

Approved  in  principle  in  October  1979  at  19,855  personnel. 

Division  86  Introduced  important  innovations  into  the  basic  three- 
maneuver-brigade  structure  of  the  armor  and  mechanized  infantry 
divisions.  Noteworthy  were  a  new,  strong  air  cavalry  attack  brigade; 
heavier  eight-howitzer  batteries  of  155-ns.  self-propelled  artillery; 
a  combined  8-inch  howitzer  -  multiple  launch  rocket  system  battalion; 
maneuver  battalions  increased  to  four  line  companies;  a  TOW  missile 
company  in  the  mechanized  infantry  battalion,  and  composite  brigade 
support  battalions.  These  organizations  embodied  concepts  of  maximum 
firepower  forward,  improved  command  control.  Increased  fire  support 
and  air  defense,  an  improved  combining  of  the  arms,  an  Increased 
leader-to-led  ratio,  and  smaller,  less  complex  fighting  companies 
and  platoons. 

Approval  in  principle  of  Division  86  signalled  the  beginning 
of  the  remaining  Army  86  Studies  -  the  light  division,  the  corps, 
and  echelons  above  corps. 
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Chapter  I 

THE  DIVISION  RESTRUCTURING  STUDY  OP  1976 


The  Division  86  project  inaugurated  by  General  Donn  A. 
Starry,  the  commander  of  the  U.S.  Army  Training  and  Doctrine  Command, 
in  September  1978,  redirected  an  effort  already  over  two  years  under¬ 
way  to  restructure  the  Army’s  heavy  division  organization.  A  little 
over  a  year  .'.ater,  in  October  1979,  the  Chief  of  Staff,  Army, 

General  Edward  C.  Meyer,  approved  in  principle  the  objective  heavy 
division  proposed  by  TRADOC.  The  year's  work  was  the  heart  of  an 
event  of  major  significance  in  U.S.  Army  organizational  history. 
Approval  by  the  Chief  of  Staff  represented  the  first  major  milestone 
of  the  process  by  which  the  Army  proposed  to  change  its  armored  and 
mechanized  infantry  active  divisions  from  their  ROAD  based  configura¬ 
tions  to  heavy  division  organizations  suited  to  the  exigencies  of  a 
new  fighting  doctrine  and  a  new  generation  of  weapons  and  equipment 
scheduled  to  enter  the  force  by  the  mid-1980s.  The  final  synthesis 
and  implementation  of  the  objective  heavy  division  lay  ahead,  an 
undertaking  made  more  difficult  by  the  infusion,  system  by  system, 
of  a  whole  generation  of  weapons  in  the  compressed  period  of  but  a 
few  years.  Thus,  complex  transition  planning  —  ROAD  division  to 
Division  86  —  lay  ahead.  And  reorganizing  the  heavy  division 
meant  reorganizing  the  entire  force;  the  light  infantry  divisions, 
corps,  and  echelons  above  corps,  as  well  as  the  Reserve  Components, 
would  also  see  change. 

The  keystone  of  reorganization,  how  had  Division  86  begun? 
Its  origins  lay  in  the  Division  Restructuring  Study,  the  DRS,  under¬ 
taken  by  TRADOC  headquarters  in  April  1976.  Like  the  brigaded 
4-reglment  division  of  Vforld  War  I,  the  3-regiment  division  of  World 
War  II,  the  five-sided  battle  group  divisions  of  the  "Pentomic  era,” 
and  the  flexible  ROAD  divisions  Introduced  in  the  1960s,  r  DRS 
organization  resulted  from  a  recognition  of  obsolescence.  In  the 
mid-1970s,  it  became  clear  that  the  ROAD  organizations,  despite 
modernization  including  stronger  armor  components,  could  no  longer 
harness  efficiently  the  combat  power  of  the  vraaponry  of  tha  1970s, 
not  to  apeak  of  the  awesome  potential  of  the  new  materiel  programed 
to  arrive  in  the  decade  ahead. 

At  the  sane  time,  it  was  evident  that  a  tactical  revolu¬ 
tion  was  occurring  in  land  combat  baaed  on  the  various  weapon  ad¬ 
vances,  most  notably  the  new  highly  accurate  antitank  missiles. 
Vietnam  with  its  infantry-airmobile  emphasis,  a  war  falling  outside 
the  20th  century  pattern  of  the  combining  of  the  arms,  might  have 
obscured  this  general  recognition  somewhat.  But  another  recent  war*. 


much  closer  to  the  greater  challenge  facing  the  U.S.  Army,  presented 
a  truer  lesson  for  the  future. 


This  was  the  Yom  Kippur  War  of  Octobtr  1973,  the  profound 
influence  of  which  on  the  American  Army  and  its  tactical  doctrine 
has  been  recognized  and  is  recorded  elsewhere.  Charged  with  the 
Army's  modernizing  missions  in  doctrine,  organization,  and  materiel, 
TRADOC  was  the  agent  upon  which  the  lessons  of  that  war  found 
greatest  impact.  By  intensive  study  and  analysis  of  the  October 
War,2  lessons  of  startling  effect  were  communicated.  Foremost  of 
the  lessons  were  the  marked  advance  in  the  lethality  of  fire,  the 
more  rapid  attrition  of  materiel,  the  faster  tempo  of  battle,  and 
the  essentiality  of  better  training,  tactics,  terrain  use,  and 
combined  arms  coordination.  These  lessons  were  briefed  widely  to 
Army,  Defense,  and  Congressional  circles  in  1974—75  along  with  tac¬ 
tical  Insights  gained  from  new  combat  development  scenarios  developed 
by  TRADOC  planners  for  Mideast  and  European  contingencies  and  related 
studies. 


This  vision  of  a  new  and  lethal  landscape  had  hud  major 
implications  for  doctrine,  training,  weapons,  and  organization.  It 
had  influenced  profoundly  the  themes  of  the  new  FM  100-5,  Operations, 
begun  in  1974  and  completed  two  years  later.  From  FM  100-5  had 
flowed  a  new  generation  of  training  literature  including  the 
"how-to* *fight"  manuals,  conveyed  by  new  teaching  vehicles  and  methods. 
If  anything,  the  Sinai  and  Syrian  battles  had  demonstrated  the  un¬ 
precedented  destructive  power  of  modern  weaponry,  U.S.  and  Soviet. 

The  increase  in  weapon  lethality  underlined  the  significance  of  the 
U.S.  Army's  accelerating  programs  of  the  mid-1970s  to  draw  abreast 
of  the  Soviets  in  new  weapon  development,  which  had  suffered  severe 
budgetary  neglect  in  the  preceding  "Vietnam  decade."  The  next  task 
was  to  accommodate  the  Army's  tactical  organizations  to  the  new 
potentials  and  new  doctrinal  implications  that  the  new  weapons 
presented. 


In  mid-1975,  TRADOC  had  begun  planning  an  analysis  of  the 
current  division  to  determine  whether  it  had  the  structural  strength 
to  meet  the  Warsaw  Pact  challenge.  But  it  had  become  apparent  that 
adaptive  tinkering  could  not  go  to  the  heart  of  the  problem 


1 

See  Analysis  of  Combat  Data  -  1973  Mideast  War  (U) ,  Final 
Rept,  Vol.  I-VIII,  HQ  USACACDA,  July  1974. 

2 

See  TRADOC  Annual  Reports  of  Major  Activities,  FY  1974, 
pp.  14  -  19,  and  FY  1975,  pp.  1  -  10,  and  TRADOC  Annual  Historical 
Review,  FY  1976,  pp.  1-3  and  26  -  37. 
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Table  1  -  NEW  WEAPON  SYSTEMS  (DIVISION) 


highlighted  by  the  Mideast  War  and  resulting  studies.  \  more  basic 
restructuring  was  in  order,  one  whose  concern  for  essentials  was 
suggested  when,  in  October  1975,  TRADOC'r.  commander  G„eral  William 
E.  DePuy  wrote  to  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff,  General  Fred  C.  Weyand: 

"We  must  base  proposals  to  change  tactical  unit  organisation  on  the 
two  fundamental  ingredients  of  battle  effectiveness  —  weapon  systems 
and  tactics."3 

In  March  1976,  the  Department  of  the  Army  directed  TRADOC 
to  proceed  formally  with  a  restructuring  effort.  Already  well  along 
with  antiarmor  and  "total  system"  studies  bearing  centrally  on  the 
division  question,  DePuy  set  up  on  4  May  1976  a  special  unit  under 
his  direct  control.  This  unit,  the  Division  Restructuring  Study 
(DRS)  Group,  was  charged  "to  develop  the  optimum  size,  mix,  and 
organization  of  U.S.  Army  divisions  for  the  1980-85  time  frame.  "A 
The  need  was  to  integrate  and  obtain  the  best  use  of  the  new  weapons 
within  tactical  concepts  of  maximum  firepower  forward  at  the  right 
place  and  time.  DePuy  wanted  the  new  division  structure  to  provide 
a  clear  alternative  to  the  current  divisional  organization  of 
weapons.3 

Weapon  systems  and  their  best  mode  of  employment  would  be 
the  driving  rationale  for  structure.  The  weapons  coming  into  the 
inventory  in  the  late  1970s  and  early  1980s  would  provide  qualitative 
superiority  over  the  Soviet  Army  in  some  cases,  parity  in  others. 
Including  the  XM1  tank,  the  mechanized  infantry  combat  vehicle,  the 
advanced  attack  helicopter  with  laser  guided  missiles,  and  other 
significant  weapon  advances,  the  list  was  a  forecast  of  new  capa¬ 
bilities  in  every  weapon  category  (Table  1  ) .  Added  to  these  Army 
weapons  and  filling  close  air  support  roles  were  new  Air  Force 
precision  guided  munitions  and  electronic  warfare  systems. 

The  DRS  planners  a;.w  several  key  ingredients  of  the 
division's  problem.  The  volune  and  array  of  firepower  available  to 
the  company  commander  jrganicaUy  and  by  attachment  exceeded  manage¬ 
able  quantities.  A  tendency  lu  organizational  planning  to  incorp¬ 
orate  significant  new  weapons  as  "tag-a longs"  to  tactical  units 
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(1)  Ltr  ATCD,  General  DePuy  to  LTG  Donald  K.  Cowles,  DA 
DCSOPS,  15  May  75,  no  subject.  (2)  Ltr  ATCD,  DePuy  to  General  Fred 
C.  Weyand,  7  Oct  75,  no  subject. 
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Ltr  ATCS,  Chief  of  Staff  to  distr,  26  May  76,  sub j : 

Division  Restructuring  Study  Group  Office  (DRS GO). 
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(1)  Ibid.  (2)  Outline  Concept  Paper  -  Division  Restructur¬ 
ing  Study,  undated. 


CHART  1  -  CONCEPTUAL  HEAVY  DIVISION 
DIVISION  RESTRUCTURING  STUDY 


(the  TOW  missile  was  an  outstanding  current  example)  had  to  be 
avoided.  U.S.  artillery  currently  was  heavily  outnumbered  by 
Soviet  artillery,  a  situation  that  would  be  exacerbated  by  even 
greater  demands  on  U.S.  artillery  in  the  1980s.  A  significant  load 
of  company  administration  hampered  the  company  commander 'j  command 
tasks.  The  trend  toward  full  mechanization  of  the  prmored  and 
mechanized  infantry  divisions  meant  that  there  would  be  more  and 
increasingly  complex  equipment  to  maintain  and  rearm  during  combat 
operations.  Division  engineers  were  inadequately  organized  to  take 
advantage  of  the  division's  crucial  mine  and  countermine  casks. ® 


The  DRS  planners  had  presented  the  rationale  and  concept 
for  a  restructured  division  to  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff  in  July  1976. 
Its  main  ideas  were  striking.  Many,  but  not  all,  would  be  taken  up 
by  the  Division  86  planners.  The  DRS  concept  called  for  smaller 
companies  and  smaller  but  more  battalions  to  better  manage  increased 
firepower.  Single-purpose  companies  were  prominent,  including  a  TOW 
company  in  each  battalion.  The  arms  would  be  combined  and  combat 
actions  coordinated  at  battalion  level,  not  company.  Mo.e  artillery 
tubes  would  support  the  added  maneuver  elements  and  the  new  artillery 
missions  ushered  in  with  the  cannon  launched  guided  projectile, 
scatterable  mines,  dual  purpose  Improved  conventional  munitions,  and 
tactical  smoke.  The  restructured  concept  added  more  artillery 
observer-designators  to  guide  the  new  precision  guided  munitions. 

The  new  engineer  structure  would  be  better  organized  for  mine-counter¬ 
mine  operations.  Company  administrative,  messing,  and  other  functions 
would  be  consolidated  at  battalion  level.  Electronic  warfare  and 
chemical  units  were  added.  Realigned  staffs,  battalion  through 
division,  would  bring  dual  direction  of  opera tlons-intelligence  and 
personnel-logistics.  Concepts  of  system  oriented  logistics  and 
forward  maintenance  were  incorporated. 

From  these  leading  ideas,  significant  new  structures 
followed  (Chart  1  ).  The  proposed  heavy  division,  tank  or  mecha¬ 
nized,  kept  the  current  division's  three  brigades,  but  battalions 
were  organic  to  brigades  rather  than  assigned  as  needed.  Each 
brigade  had  a  combination  of  five  tank  and  mechanized  battalions, 
the  ratio  depending  on  division  type.  There  were  significant 
changes  in  detail.  Whereas  some  DRS  organizations  were  to  continue 
basically  Intact  into  the  later  Division  86  scheme,  others  proved 
controversial  and  furnished  some  of  the  reasons  why  the  DRS  division 
would  encounter  difficulties  in  1977.  Readers  may  refer  to  the  DRS 
Phase  I  Report  published  in  March  1977  for  the  full  and  comprehen¬ 
sive  structure  that  prefigured  Division  86.  Space  permits  notin® 
only  the  main  features  here. 
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(1)  Ltr  ATCG,  DePuy  to  General  Bernard  W.  Rogers,  CG, 
FOKSCUM,  26  May  76,  subj:"‘Div  Rea  true  Luting.  (2)  MFR  ATCG-R,  Chief, 
DRSG,  7  Jun  76,  subj:  Div  Restructuring. 
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The  smaller  tank  battalions,  down  from  54  to  36  tanks, 
had  3  armor  companies,  1  TOW  company,  1  combat  service  support 
company,  and  a  headquarters  and  headquarters  company.  Tank  companies 
went  from  17  to  11  tanks,  with  platoons  reduced  from  5  tanks  to  3. 

The  restructured  mechanized  infantry  battalion,  down  from  848  to 
581  men,  had  a  common  base  with  the  tank  battalion.  Ir  had  3  pure 
rifle  companies  (mechanized)  and  a  12-TOW  antitank  company.  The 
mechanized  infantry  company  was  reduced  from  171  to  9i  men,  the 
squad  from  11  to  9. 


In  division  artillery,  the  18  tubes  per  155-mm.  battalion 
increased  to  32,  for  96  per  division;  batteries  per  battalion  went 
from  3  to  4,  and  guns  per  battery  from  6  to  8.  The  8- inch  battalion 
added  a  fourth  4-gun  battery,  increasing  artillery  tubes  from  12  to 
16.  Air  defense  had  several  changes,  including  a  STINGER  company 
consolidating  all  the  former  REDEYE,  now  STINGER,  missile  teams. 

The  armored  cavalry  squadron  featured  3  smaller  armored  cavalry 
troops;  its  air  cavalry  troop  was  placed  in  a  new  aviation  battalion 
that  included  an  attack  helicopter  company  and  that  consolidated  the 
division's  aviation.  The  restructured  division  also  gained  a  chemi¬ 
cal  defense  company  and  an  organic  combat  electronic  warfare  intelli¬ 
gence  battalion.  Realignments  in  the  division  support  command  would 
key  maintenance  to  weapon  systems,  moving  maintenance  and  support 
forward  on  the  battlefield,  with  master  mechanics  heading  maintenance 
teams  and  operating  from  armored  vehicles.  Rearming  would  be  possible 
farther  forward,  *ind  medical  evacuation  would  be  streamlined. 

In  concept,  the  DRS  structure  would  clarify  commanders' 
battle  roles  at.  division,  brigade,  and  battalion.  Operational  tasks 
would  be  withiu  the  experience  of  company  consaanders  of  single-purpose 
companies,  and  there  would  be  battalion  integration  of  the  combined 
arms.  The  smaller  companies  and  single  aggregations  of  weapons 
would  also  simplify  training.  Many  distractions  to  company  command 
would  be  removed  by  centralization  of  administration,  supply,  and 
messing  at  battalion,  and  with  maintenance  centralized . 7 

A  TKADOC  DRS  briefing  on  16  July  1976  was  well  received  by 
General  Weyand  and  the  Army  staff.  Presented  at  the  seme  time  was 
a  proposal  for  a  2-phase  plan  to  test  and  evaluate  the  critical  ele¬ 
ments  of  the  restructured  division.  Major  tests  were  expected  to 
start  in  1977  toward  a  subsequent  full  division  test  and  reorganiza¬ 
tion  between  1980  and  1985.  General  Weyand  endorsed  the  DRS  concept. 
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Division  Restructuring  Study  Briefing,  delivered  by  Chief, 
Div  Restructuring  Study  Gp  to  Chief  of  Staff,  Army,  16  Jul  76. 
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which  he  thought  ready  for  public  airing,  and  urged  an  early  start 
on  the  tests.  Accordingly,  the  DRS  Group  briefed  the  concept  exten¬ 
sively  throughout  the  Army  during  the  summer  of  1976,  and  test 
plans  were  presented  to  General  Bernard  W.  Rogers,  Weyand's 
successor,  on  21  December.® 


The  ensuing  Department  of  the  Army  staff  critique  of  the 
DRS  concept,  directed  by  General  Rogers,  was  reported  in  mid-January 
1977.  Reviews  were  mixed,  though  there  was  unanimity  that  the 
proposals  merited  further  evaluation  and  testing.  Hut  the  reviewers 
had  stronger  reservations  about  TRADOC's  testing  proposals,  which 
supported  by  General  Weyand,  called  for  a  fairly  rapid  one-year 
testing  of  Che  DRS  structures  during  1977-78.  The  Department  of  the 
Army  reviewers  favored  a  longer  test  (four  years)  and  slower  pace 
of  restructuring  that  would  permit  the  Integration  of  uew  weapons 
as  they  became  operational.  While  recognizing  the  disadvantages  of 
delay,  the  Department  of  the  Army  staff  argued  that  this  approach 
made  piecemeal  restructuring  improvements  possible  while  causing 
less  disruption  to  Army  force  readiness  and  to  current  programs. 9 

General  Rogers  set  the  course  ahead  on  24  January  1977. 

He  approved  the  DRS  concept  for  testing  and  the  1st  Cavalry  Division 
at  Fort  Hood  as  the  primary  test  unit.  While  ruling  out  the  long 
test  period  suggested,  he  endorsed  the  idea  of  incremental  implemen¬ 
tation  of  selected  Improvements,  should  individual  test  results  prove 
favorable.  Setting  a  final  decision  ct-  the  tested  concept  for  late 
1979  -  early  1980,  the  Chief  of  Staff  at  this  time  decided  that  the 
areas  of  command-control-communications  and  echelons  above  division 
and  the  conversion  of  the  light,  infantry  divisions  would  have  to  be 
addressed,  separately,  as  well.10  The  Department  of  the  Army,  TRADOC, 
the  U.S.  Army  Forces  Command  (F0RSC0M) ,  and  the  U.S.  Army  Operational 
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MPR  ATCG-R ,  LTC  D.  S.  Pihl,  no  subject,  17  Jul  76. 

(2)  Semiannual  Hist  Rept,  DRSG,  4  May  -  30  Sep  76. 

(3)  TRADOC  Annual  Hist  Review,  FT  1977,  p.  174  (CONFIDENTIAL  —  info 
used  is  UNCLASSIFIED). 
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(1)  Div  Restr  Concept  Rept  of  the  DA  Staff/U.S.  Army  War 
College  Review  Croup,  Rept  Brief,  Carlisle  Barracks,  Pa.,  19  Jan  77. 

(2)  Semiannual  Hist  Rept,  DRSG,  Oct  76  -  Mar  77, 
App.  D,  Army  Staff  Assessment  of  the  TRADOC  Div  Restr  Study  Proposal 
(CONFIDENTIAL  —  Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED). 
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Test  and  Evaluation  Agency  (OTEA)  agreed  on  a  three-phase  DRS  test 
program  —  company-battalion,  brigade,  and  full  division  —  to  run 
from  September  1977  through  April  1979.  OTEA  would  managed  the 
tests,  the  TRADOC  Combined  Arms  Test  Activity  (TCAIA)  at  Fort  Hood 
would  execute  them  under  direction  of  the  III  Corps  commander,  .and 
TRADOC  would  control  the  test  tables  of  organization  and  equipment. 
General  DePuy  approved  the  independent  evaluation  plan  on  15  April 
1977  for  dispatch  to  the  Department  of  the  Army.  On  1  July,  the 
first  units  of  the  1st  Cavalry  Division  were  restructured,  including 
3  tank,  2  mechanised  infantry,  and  1  artillery  battalion,  together 
with  some  combat  support  and  combat  service  support  units.  A 
nuclear-biological-chemical  defense  company  was  activated.^ 

In  the  meantime,  TRADOC  late  in  1976  fielded  several 
preliminary  tests  of  parts  of  the  DRS  concept  which  would  have  an 
important  role  in  future  Division  86  decisions.  Test  results  were 
Included  in  the  DRS  Phase  I  Report  of  March  1977.  Tests,  analyses, 
and  wargaming  of  the  6-gun  versus  restructured  8-gun  battery,  the 
organizational  consolidation  of  STINGER  air  defense  missiles,  the 
restructured  maneuver  battalion  with  TOW  company,  and  new  DRS 
logistical  features  all  produced  results  favoring  the  new  organiza¬ 
tions.  A  test  pitting  the  restructured  3-tank  platoon  against  the 
current  5-tank  platoon,  employing  "real  time"  TCAIA  instrumentation 
demonstrated  the  new  platoon  to  be  superior  by  a  considerable  ratio. 
This  test  was  used  widely  to  support  one  of  the  more  striking  DRS 
features.  3 


As  preparations  for  test  and  evaluation  of  the  DRS  —  the 
Division  Restructuring  Evaluation,  or  DRE  —  went  forward  during 
1977,  the  general  critique  of  the  DRS  organization  continued  to  be 
registered.  The  brigade-organic  battalions,  integration  of  the 
combined  arms  at  battalion,  and  smaller  and  single-purpose  maneuver 
units  found  strong  endorsement.  But  staffing  of  the  concept  raised 
doubts  about  such  vital  points  as  the  smallness  of  the  3-tank  platoon, 
the  division's  dependence  on  external  combat  service  support,  a  lack 
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Memo  ATCG-R,  COL  John  Foss,  Chief,  Div  Restr  Study  Gp, 
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of  scouts  in  Che  maneuver  battalions,  and  the  brigade's  Increased 
span  of  control.^ 


These  and  other  doubts  took  on  added  force  soon  after 
General  DdPuy  was  succeeded  by  General  Starry  on  1  July  1977.  In 
important  respects,  the  latter  endorsed  the  program  his  predecessor 
had  begun.  Starry  was  convinced  of  the  need  to  reorganize  the  Army 
at  battalion  and  below,  as  well  as  at  echelons  above  division.  But 
he  expressed  strong  misgivings  about  some  restructuring  features. 

For  example,  the  3-tank  platoon  idea,  taken  from  the  Israelis,  had 
high  costs  not  previously  analyzed.  A  100  percent  organizational 
readiness  would  be  required  in  a  platoon  so  small,  but  heavy  support 
would  be  required  to  maintain  it.  The  Israelis  employed  many 
mechanics  and  a  big  poc  .  of  tanks  in  reserve.  In  addition,  Starry 
was  concerned  that  whi’  a  restructuring  was  predicated  on  a  new 
generation  of  weapons  not  yet  on  hand,  the  new  organizations  were 
to  be  tested  before  receipt  of  these  weapons.  Further,  wargaming 
had  been  insufficient,  and  logistics  and  close  air  support  neglected. 


A  new  test  sc’  *.dule  was  approved  by  the  Army  Chief  of 
Staff  on  22  September  1  /7.  Just  ahead  were  the  scheduled  battalion 
tests,  October  through  )ecember.  Findings  on  tue  restructured  tank 
and  mechanized  battali.  a  were  to  be  compared  with  data  collected 
on  their  current  count. rparts.  A  second  phase  of  testing  would 
continue  in  1978.  Analyses,  wargaming,  and  simulations  would  fill 
out  the  larger  DRE.  A  final  review  of  the  division  concept  by  the 
Army  Chief  of  Staff  was  set  for  October  1979. 
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Chapter  II 


STARRY'S  CENTRAL  BATTLE  AND  BATTLEFIELD 
DEVELOPMENT  PLAN 


The  scaled-down  test  plans  signaled  a  different  TRADOC 
approach  as  General  Starry's  initial  misgivings  expanded  during  the 
last  half  of  1977  into  a  general  critique  of  the  Division  Restructur¬ 
ing  Study  and  its  rationale.  In  a  word,  the  TRADOC  commander  believed 
that  the  study  had  been  too  quickly  dove  by  too  few  people  on  the 
basis  of  too  little  critical  analysis.  For  example,  the  fall  1976 
tests  that  had  indicated  advantages  of  the  restructured  3-tank 
platoon  over  the  5-tank  platoon.  Hastily  done,  these  tests  had 
employed  test  units  not  properly  trained  in  the  new  tactics  and 
opposing  forces  not  properly  trained  in  Soviet  tactics.  Instrumented 
tanks  had  not  been  properly  controlled  and  used.  Confidence  in  such 
tests  was  difficult  when  there  was  no  way  of  telling  whether  the 
results  about  organization  had  been  due  to  tactics,  leadership,  or 
organization.* 

General  Starry  also  thought  that  the  small  DRS  group  cell 
at  TRADOC  headquarters  had  acted  to  confine  the  original  concept. 

The  center  and  school  commanders  had  not  been  brought  prominently 
into  the  planning,  and  General  Starry  wanted  them  involved. 

The  progressive  reduction  in  the  scope  of  test  plans  and 
testing  through  late  1977  and  1978  reflected  a  more  deliberate 
command  approach  to  the  division  problem.  General  Starry  looked  on 
the  task  less  as  a  concept  to  prove  and  expeditiously  field,  than 
as  a  vehicle  by  which  to  test  and  implement  changes  as  their  validity 
became  established.  At  the  TRADOC  commanders'  conference  held 
31  August  -  1  September  1977  at  Fort  Sill,  he  t  )ted  the  two  options 
he  had  —  either  to  act  on  the  conclusions  of  the  DRS,  or  building 
on  it,  to  establish  an  objective  force  in  an  orderly  way.  Full 
divisional  change  plainly  had  to  await  receipt  of  the  major  new 
weaponry.  The  XM1  tank,  for  example,  would  not  be  in  the  force  in 
quantity  for  several  years. 

There  was  another,  more  central  element  to  the  approach  to 
division  reorganization  which  evolved  in  1978  As  the  test  program 
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continued,  the  testing-organization  effort  additionally  assumed 
major  analytical-planning  dimensions  that  were  focused  on  General 
Starry's  view  or  theory  of  the  battlefield  as  formulated  in  a 
"Battlefield  Development  Plan."  It  was  on  the  basis  of  this  docu¬ 
ment,  developed  through  the  course  of  1978,  chat  the  DRS-DRE  project 
was  redirected  into  the  larger  framework  of  Division  86. 

The  origins  of  this  document  itself  require  brief  explana¬ 
tion.  It  was  rooted  in  Starry's  recent  experience  as  commander  of 
the  U.S.  Army  V  Corps  in  Europe,  from  which  he  brought  to  TRADOC 
both  a  close  appreciation  and  an  analysis  of  the  corps'  central 
function.  He  saw  this  in  terms  of  a  structured  "Central  Battle," 
defined  as  that  part  of  the  battlefield  where  all  aspects  of  fire¬ 
power  and  maneuver  came  together  to  produce  a  decisive  action.  The 
V  Corps  analysis  of  battle  situations,  observed  Warsaw  Pact  maneuvers, 
and  intelligence  reflecting  enemy  troop  locations,  routes  of  movement, 
and  tactics  of  attack  permitted  a  "calculus"  of  the  central  battle. 
Carefully  marshalled  tactics  and  a  "battle  calculus"  characterized 
the  defenders'  actions.  U.S.  units  would  give  battle  at  known  ranges. 
Terrain  determined  the  number  of  enemy  units  that  could  advance,  their 
rate,  and  routes.  In  the  battle  calculus,  measurable  quantities  were 
computed  and  analyzed  in  terms  of  minutes  into  the  battle.  Analytical 
categories  included  ratios  of  opposing  forces  by  troop  strength  and 
weapon  type,  rate  of  enemy  advance,  intervisibilities  across  terrain, 
best  ranges  of  fire  by  weapon  type,  comparative  rates  of  fire,  number 
and  opportunities  to  fire,  number  of  commander  decisions,  and  time 
lengths  to  call  for  and  receive  attack  helicopter  support  and  U.S. 

Air  Force  close  air  support.  These  and  other  factors  permitted  cal¬ 
culation  of  targets  to  be  "serviced"  —  the  central  task  of  the 
central  battle.  Kill  rates  by  weapon  type  at  various  points  and 
times  and  tactical  levels  could  be  estimated.  Delaying  or  disrupt¬ 
ing  the  enemy's  second  echelon  forces  was  a  consideration  inviting 
much  attention. 

In  talks  to  the  TRADOC  staff  soon  after  he  assumed  comsand. 
Starry  propounded  the  central  battle  as  a  frame  of  reference  and 
described  his  long-term  goal  for  TRADOC  to  be  to  analytically  describe 
the  central  battle  —  the  place  where  all  the  combat  systems  and 
combat  support  systems  interact  on  the  battlefield.  Needed,  he 
stated  to  the  staff  at  TRADOC  at  this  time,  was  a  battlefield  tech¬ 
nology  plan. ^ 


2 

(1)  MFRs,  TRADOC  Hist  Ofc,  3  Aug  77,  sub j :  Starry's 
Comments  to  His  Staff,  and  22  Sep  77,  subj :  General 

Starry's  Talk  to  TRADOC  HQ  Staff,  16  Sep  77  (CONFIDENTIAL-  —  Info 
used  is  UNCLASSIFIED).  (2)  Comments  by  General  Donn  A.  S'arry, 

Ft  Monroe,  Vs.,  July  1977,  in  Booklet,  "Analysis:  Selected  Papers," 
ODCSCD  Anl  Ofc,  1  Aug  77. 
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Tnu  outline  of  &  larger  development  scheme  was  apparent  in 
tfti.  v'.ew  of  the  central  battle,  in  the  goal  to  describe  it  analytic- 
all.-,  ar.J  in  the  desire  for  a  battlefield  technology  plan.  The 
ilea  took  dimension  from  tvo  further  ingredients.  One  was  Starry's 
.intension  of  the  development  period  further  into  the  future  —  eight 
years  ahead,  a  measured  follow-up  to  his  predecessor's  emphasis  on 
getting  the  system  moving  again  by  focusing  on  basics.  Starry's 
a  :ion  was  a  move  into  the  known  dimension  of  the  oncoming  1980s 
weaponry,  much  of  which  was,  by  FY  1978,  well  into  engineering 
development  or  nearing  production.  The  V  Corps  experience  added 
the  second  ingredient  —  a  concern  for  the  enormous  factor  of  the 
Warsaw  Pact's  second-echelon  and  follow-on  forces.  These  forces 
"lined  up"  in  somewhat  predictable  patterns.  Could  they,  too,  be 
"target  serviced"  or  interdicted  by  feasible  means  and  methods! 

There  had  been  a  too  narrow  emphasis  on  winning  only  the  first  eche¬ 
lon  fight.  Starry  believed.  How  to  disrupt  or  delay  the  second 
echelon  Imposed  a  far  larger  planning  dimension  than  that  of  the 
central  battle  alone. 3 

A  significant  shift  in  approach  to  the  divisional  problem 
was  evident.  DePuy  and  the  DRS  planners  had  entertained  a  supreme 
concern  for  the  "new  lethality"  that  the  Yom  Kippur  War  had  demon¬ 
strated.  There  was  no  dlmunltion  of  this  in  Starry's  approach.  The 
difference  was  in  doctrinal  conception.  The  ramifications  of  a  new 
"face  of  war"  lay  for  DePuy  at  the  issaediate  and  first-line  level  — 
tactics.  For  Starry,  these  resided  at  the  next  level,  too  —  the 
operational  level  of  division  and  corps,  which  was  his  focus  and 
framework.  The  division  was  not  separable  from  broader  and  deeper 
operational  problems. 

The  TRADOC  commander  set  his  combat  development  planners 
to  work  on  the  outline  of  the  larger  development  scheme  in  August 
1977.  As  these  deliberations  extended  into  the  last  weeks  of  that 
year,  the  commander's  problems  of  "seeing  deep"  and  dealing 
with  the  second  echelon  suggested  the  idea  of  "force  generation"  as 
a  second  prime  corps  function  and  functional  concept  alongside  the 
central  battle.  On  these  development  concepts,  planners  constructed 
the  functional  framework  of  the  Battlefield  Development  Plan,  the 
BDP,  in  1978.4 


3 

MFR,  TRADOC  Hiat  Ofc,  14  Sep  77,  subj :  Interview  with 
COL  A.  G.  Pokorny,  Chief,  ODCSCD  Studies  and  Analysis  Ofc, 


4 

MFR,  TRADOC  Hist  Ofc,  13  Jun  79,  subj:  Hist  Ofc  Interview 
with  COL  Pokorny, 
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In  the  ensuing  months,  the  TRADGC  planners  worked  out  the 
fundamental  components  or  the  central  battle  and  force  generation 
functions  —  the  conceptual  elements  to  which  all  individual  develop¬ 
ment  goals  might  be  tied.  The  BDP  was  described  as  that  portion  of 
the  TRADOC  development  process  which  outlined  a  strategy  for  the 
allocation  of  scarce  resources  to  a  program  of  short,  mid,  and 
long-range  Army  force  improvements.  Employing  an  analytical  time 
frame  extending  into  the  mid-1980s  and  using  data  on  existing  and 
planned  uateriel  systems,  planners  saw  the  BDP  as  a  basis  for  setting 
priorities  and  for  influencing  planning,  programing,  and  budgeting 
by  the  Department  of  the  Army.  An  analytical  method  termed  "multi¬ 
attribute  utility  modeling"  was  adopted  as  a  way  of  looking  at  the 
battlefield.  It  was  developed  according  to  what  were  perceived  to 
be  the  ten  critical  tasks  of  battle. 

Critical  tasks  of  the  central  battle  were  target  servicing, 
air  defense,  suppression-counterfire,  conmand-control-communications 
-  electronic  warfare,  and  logistical  support.  Those  of  force  gene¬ 
ration  were  interdiction,  command-control-communication3,  force 
mobility,  surveillance-fusion,  and  reconstitution.  The  ten  tasks 
were  envisaged  as  encompassing  all  aspects  or  subtasks  of  battle. 

The  first  BDP  draft  was  completed  in  August  1978,  publication 
following  in  November. 5 

The  BDP  forecast  an  "environment"  in  the  coming  ten  years 
in  which  the  rapid  change  of  U.S.  Army  technology  would  have  first- 
order  Impact.  Technologies  such  as  special  armor  protection,  near- 
instantaneous  communication  of  battlefield  data,  thermal  imagery, 
and  command  and  control  synthesis  would  create  great  problems  of 
cost  and  complexity  imposing  the  most  difficult  issues  of  selection, 
priority,  and  training.  The  materiel  development  cycle  would  have 
to  proceed  faster  than  ever,  with  accelerated  fielding  of  new  systems 
running  concurrently  with  Improvement  programs,  as  well  as  with 
development  of  future  systems.  A  ratal  systems  approach  had  to 
prevail.  Serious  problems  of  ability  to  train  would  grow  severe, 
as  weapons  and  equipment  became  ever  more  complex. 

A  detailed  net  assessment  of  U.S.  and  Soviet  military 
capabilities  and  potentials  in  personnel,  force  structure,  sustain¬ 
ability,  training,  nuclear-biological-chemlcal  warfare,  radioelec- 
tronlc  warfare,  and  force  modernization  was  presented.  Observations 
and  conclusions  of  the  analysis  pointed  to  such  realities  as  an 
equipment  density  per  man  in  the  U.S.  Array  of  .71  and  a  decrease  in 
training  resources  at  the  very  time  that  the  new  requirements  of 
individual  training  would  be  expanding. 


5 

Ltr  ATCD-PD,  TRADOC  to  distr,  17  Nov  78,  subj :  Battlefield 
Development  Plan  (SECRET  —  Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED) . 
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The  heart  of  the  BDP  was  a  comprehensive  air-land  battle¬ 
field  analysis.  It  was  built  upon  the  framework  of  the  separate  but 
interrelated  battlefield  functions  of  the  central  battle  and  force 
generation  and  their  derivative  tasks  —  all  viewed  from  the  per¬ 
spective  of  a  division  operating  in  a  corps  in  £urope.  Though  the 
central  battle  and  force  generation  concepts  were  mutually  supportive, 
the  central  battle  was  the  principal  function  at  battalion  and  brl  - 
gade  levels,  while  force  generation  functions  increased  it  each 
echelon  up  through  the  corps  and  theater  level. 


Because  these  concepts  were  to  become  fundamental  to 
Division  86,  they  bear  some  explication  at  this  point.  The  central 
battle  was  "the  collision  of  battalions  and  brigades  in  a  decisive 
battle, combining 


all  elements  of  air  -  land  confrontation  — 
firepower,  maneuver,  and  support.  It  consists 
of  tank-antitank,  mechanized,  and  dismounted 
infantry  combat,  supported  by  artillery,  air 
defense,  close  air  support,  helicopters, 
engineers,  electronic  warfare,  command-control- 
communicationa ,  and  essential  logistic  support. 

It  is  characterized  by  the  integration  of  all 
air  and  ground  systems  and  the  decisiveness 
of  the  outcome. 

For  U.S.  forces,  the  central  battle  concept  conceded  the  strategic 
initiative  to  the  stronger  opponent.  Soviet  attack  was  posed  as 
starting  with  a  serier  of  meeting  engagements,  followed  either  by 
concentration  of  forces  on  key  axes  of  advance  chosen,  or  by  an 
attack  into  the  defender's  rear  area.  In  order  to  strip  away  the 
enemy's  reconnaissance  screen,  to  slow  or  stop  his  breakthrough 
attempt  or  attack  on  the  rear  area,  and  to  go  over  to  the  offensive, 
the  five  tasks  of  the  central  battle  would  predominate  —  target 
servicing,  suppression  -  counterfire,  air  defense,  command-control- 
connunicatlona  -  electronic  warfare,  and  logistical  support. 

Force  generation  was  the  concept  by  which  "NATO  com landers 
must  anticipate  central  battles  and  the  opportunities  they  provide.... 
Where  Central  Battle  focuses  on  combat  effectiveness.  Force  Genera¬ 
tion  concentrates  combat  power  at  the  decisive  time  and  place  in 
order  to  win  Central  Battles.  It  also  impedes  the  enemy's  ability 
to  do  tne  same  thing."'  Force  generation  occurred  as  the  enemy's 


6 

Ibid. 

7 

Ibid. 
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second  echelon  was  being  sought  and  as  U.S.  defenders  prepared  for 
the  next  central  battle.  All-source  surveillance  systems  would  be 
used  to  track  the  enemy's  movement  and  massing,  and  his  concentra¬ 
tions  of  command-control-communications.  U.S.  forces  would  disrupt 
enemy  movement,  using  such  interdiction  means  as  tactical  air  and 
the  general  support  rocket  system.  Force  mobility  would  emphasize 
the  massing  of  forces  to  respond.  Personnel  and  materiel  would  be 
reconstituted  for  the  impending  battle.  Command-control-coninunica- 
tions  would  be  an  obviously  key  task  in  force  generation. 8 

Such  was  the  outline  of  the  BDP.  It  was  intended  that, 
through  it,  the  division's  deficiencies  could  be  assessed  for  each 
battlefield  task  and  the  weapon  programs  supporting  each  task 
analyzed  methodically  by  function  and  in  intensive  detail.  The 
importance  of  the  BDP  lay  not  so  much  in  its  statement  of  the  enemy 
threat  or  the  analytical  conclusions  it  embodied.  More  important 
was  the  way  it  focused  developers'  work  in  a  newly  functional  way. 
But  the  functional  BDP  obviously  had  wider  application.  As  its 
components  were  assembled  in  the  summer  of  1978,  planning  began  for 
its  application  to  the  force  structure  and  to  the  division  problem. 


Chapter  III 


DEFINING  THE  NEW  DIVISION 
(August  -  November  1978) 


Initial  Guidelines  ■ 

In  August  1978,  with  the  Battlefield  Development  Plan  in 
preparation  and  the  TRADOC  Commanders’  Conference  scheduled  to  con¬ 
vene  at  the  month's  close.  General  Starry  set  the  headquarters  Com¬ 
bat  Developments  Planning  Directorate  to  work  on  an  operational 
concept  for  Division  86  keyed  to  the  BDP's  functional  tasks  and  on 
a  plan  as  to  how  to  proceed.  It  was  clear  from  the  outset  that 
Division  86  was  to  be  not  only  a  project  tfo  define  and  develop  the 
new  heavy  division,  but  a  process  to  institute  periodic  force  review 
and  the  design  and  fielding  of  major  division  components.  It  would 
involve  the  TRADOC  integrating  centers,  schools,  and  activities 
intensively,  with  task  forces  established  in  line  with  the  battle¬ 
field  functions  of  the  BDP.  In  this  way,  support  and  understanding 
for  the  new  functional  approach  would  be  built.  The  Combined  Arms 
Center  (CAC)  at  Fort  Leavenworth  would  coordinate  the  whole.  TRADOC's 
Deputy  Commanding  General,  LTG  John  R.  Thurman  III,  stationed  at 
Fort  Leavenworth,  would  play  a  key  role.* 

General  Starry  announced  Division  86  to  the  TRADOC 
Commanders  Conference,  which  met  at  Fort  Sill,  31  August  1  September 
1978,  as  a  further  extension  of  the  Battlefield  Development  Plan. 

A  draft  of  the  BDP  was  in  the  mail  to  the  commandants.  Building  on 
the  Division  Restructuring  Study  and  Division  Restructuring  Evalua¬ 
tion,  Division  86  was  described  as  the  future  point  by  which  doctrine, 
organization,  training,  and  training  literature  could  be  pointed 
toward  the  newly  incorporated  weaponry  and  equipment.  The  schools 
would  prepare  the  Division  86  structure  through  CAC  in  line  with 
TRADOC  guidance.  The  deadline  was  October  1979,  when  the  division 
restructuring  briefing  to  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff  was  scheduled. 

The  target  year  1986  was  the  end  year  for  which  the  best  estimates 
of  the  Warsaw  Pact  threat  were  available.  It  was  also  rhe  target 
year  in  which  the  major  new  weapons  would  be  available  in  quantity. 


1 

ODCSCD  CDPD  Files,  Point  Paper  ATCD-PD,  27  Aug  78, 
subj:  Integration  of  BDP  I  Battlefield  Functional  Tasks  into  Div 
86. 
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and  Che  year  that  lent  itself  best  to  the  major  budgetary  programing 
involved.  General  Starry  stressed  that  commanders  had  to  involve 
themselves  heavily. 2 


Four  inmediate  tasks  stood  before  headquarters  planners  in 
September  1978  —  to  develop  the  concept,  to  prepare  management  and 
analysis  plans,  and  to  plan  a  first  general  officer  workshop  to  de¬ 
fine  the  operational  concept  formally  and  chart  the  work  ahead.  In 
these  deliberations,  the  CD  Planning  Directorate  worked  closely  with 
Maj.  Gen.  Fred  K.  Mahaffey,  the  deputy  commander  of  the  Combined  Arms 
Developments  Activity  (CACDA)  at  Fort  Leavenworth,  and  with  the  TRADOC 
DCS  for  Combat  Developments,  Maj.  Gen.  James  H.  Merryman  and  his 
assistant,  Brig.  Gen.  John  W.  Woodmansee,  Jr.  The  latter  had  super¬ 
vised  the  preparation  of  the  BDP,  and  took  over  supervision  of 
Division  86  at  the  headquarters  in  early  December  as  Acting  DCS  for 
Combat  Developments  when  General  Merryman  left  to  command  the  U.S. 

Army  Aviation  Center.  Lt.  Col.  Ross  Farquharson  of  the  Planning 
Directorate  had  coordination  responsibilities  for  Division  86  at  the 
headquarters  through  most  of  the  period.  In  July  1979,  Lt.  Col. 

Lowell  D.  Bittrich  assumed  these  duties.  Several  CD  directorates 


cooperated  at  this  and  subsequent  stages  of  Division  86.  The  Con¬ 
cepts  and  Doctrine  Directorate  under  Colonel  Nicholas  S.  Krawciw, 
aided  by  CAC,  had  responsibility  for  drafting  the  concept  and  formal 
definitions,  tasks,  and  standards  for  the  task  leaders.  The  Analy¬ 
sis  Directorate  under  Colonel  Anthony  G.  Pokorny  was  charged  to 
draft  the  study  directive,  develop  constraints  (manpower  and  equip¬ 
ment  ceilings)  in  coordination  with  CAC  and  the  Department  of  the 
Army  Deputy  Chief  of  Staff  for  Operations,  and  to  coordinate  the 
design  of  the  analytical  methodology.  Colonel  Dave  M.  Maddox  who 
had  worked  with  Division  86  methodology  under  Pokorny  succeeded  him 


in  July  1979.  The  Programs  and  Resource  Management  Directorate, 
with  CAC,  developed  the  management  scheme.  3 


October  saw  preparations  advance  at  a  good  pace.  On  4 
October,  TRADOC  Issued  general  guidance,  describing  the  functional 
approach  to  Division  86  as  "new  but  not  revolutionary."  The  schools 
would  be  the  proponents  for  materiel  systems  and  tables  of  organi¬ 
zation  and  equipment  just  as  before.  The  functional  leaders  would 
find  their  chief  task  in  coordination,  as  concepts  were  converted  to 
organizations  of  the  new  division.  At  this  time,  TRADOC  named  the 
ten  functional  task  leaders,  including  Generals  Thurman  and  Mahaffey 
and  the  commanders  of  five  of  the  centers  most  directly  concerned 
(See  Table  4  ).  Colonel  John  Greenway,  at  the  Combined  Arms  Center, 


2 

Tape  of  TRADOC  Commanders'  Conference,  Ft  Sill,  Okla. , 
31  Aug  -  1  Sep  78  (CONFIDENTIAL  —  Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED). 


3 

(1)  Memo  ATCD-PD,  COL  Ed  Kelly,  CDPD  to  BG  Woodmansee  and 
MG  Merryman,  29  Sep  78,  subj:  Division  86.  (2)  Memo  ATCD-TD, 

BG  Woodmansee  to  distr,  4  Oct  78,  subj:  Div  86  -  DCSCD  Internal 
Suspenses. 
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Table  2 


DIVISION  86 

TASK  FORCE  POINTS  OF  CONTACT 
October  1978 


Task  Force 

Location 

POC 

Division  86 

Ft  Leavenworth 

COL  John  Greenway 

Target  Servicing 

Ft  Leavenworth 

COL  Keith  Colson 

Suppreaaion/Counterfire; 

Interdiction 

Ft  Sill 

COL  Wilson  A. 

Shoffner 

Air  Defense 

Ft  Bliss 

COL  Anthony  Adesaa 

Logistical  Support; 
Reconstitution 

Ft  Lee 

COL  Kaye  Kause 

C3/Electronlc  Warfare 

Ft  Leavenworth 

LTC  Ed  McDonald 

Surveillance/Fusion 

Ft  Huachuca 

LTC  Terry  Gladfelter  . 

Force  Mobility 

Ft  Belvoir 

COL  Henry  J.  Hatch 

Source:  Ltr  ATCD-PD,  Dir  CDPD  to  distr,  17  Oct  78,  aubj:  '  Div  86 
Tuk  Force  Leaders  POCa . 


was  named  Division  86  coordinator.  At  each  center  a  coordinator 
was  to  be  appointed  as  point  of  contact  for  the  several  task  forces. 
Such  germane  areas  as  personnel,  the  "human  dimension,"  command- 
control-communications,  and  chemical-nuclear  would  be  represented 
in  all  functional  tasks. 

The  initial  guidance  for  analysis  was  that  it  be  based  on 
a  combination  of  those  division  wargames  (DIVWAG)  already  planned 
for  the  DRE  pitting  the  H-serles  TOE  organizations  against  the 
T-series  of  the  DRS.  Also,  the  analysis  of  division  alternatives 
was  to  be  structured  from  battalion  building  blocks  gamed  with  a 
force  structure  trade-off  analysis  at  CAC.  Quick-response  high 
resolution  analytical  tools  available  to  the  task  forces  for 
"system-mix"  determination  also  were  to  be  used.  The  information 
gleaned  from  these  three  levels  of  analysis  would  influence  the 
design  of  the  objective  division  to  be  gamed  with  the  DIVWAG.  Also, 
decision  analysis  techniques  would  be  used  to  structure  and  discipline 
the  division  design  process  across  the  task  force  functional  areas. 
That  a  corps  frame  of  reference  *  as  envisioned  for  the  division 
effort  ahead  was  further  clarified  at  this  time.  A  "type  corps" 
troop  list  was  in  development,  though  corps  force  structuring  would 
come  later. * 

On  13  October,  General  Merryman  further  elucidated  the 
management  structure.  The  support  teams  assisting  each  functional 
task  leader  were  to  provide  him  with  expertise  on  concepts,  systems, 
organizations,  and  operational  procedures.  They  would  review  all 
organization  proposals  and  studies  and  analyses,  and  team  members 
would  act  as  entry  points  for  the  leader  into  their  centers  and 
schools.  General  Merryman  directed  the  U.S.  Army  Administration 
Center  to  chair  a  special  task  force  to  address  the  integration  of 
human  factors  into  Division  86  in  view  of  the  perceived  criticality 
of  the  "human  dimension"  for  battlefield  effectiveness.  The  struc¬ 
ture  and  membership  of  the  support  teams  were  proposed  at  this  time, 
along  with  the  organizations  of  the  future  division  for  which  they 
would  have  responsibility. 5  By  mid-October,  the  task  leaders  had 
appointed  their  respective  points  of  contact  (Table  2  ) • 

On  18  October,  the  preliminary  Division  86  operational 
concept  document  went  out  to  the  task  force  leaders. &  General 
Woodmansee  headed  a  headquarters  team  that  visited  the  leaders, 

4 

Msg  041315Z  Oct  78,  Cdr  TRADOC  to  distr,  subj:  Management 
and  Conceptual  Development  of  Dlv  86. 

5 

Msg  132211Z  Oct  78,  General  Merryman  to  distr,  subj:  Dlv 
86  Management  Structure. 

6 

Ltr  ATCD-D-A,  MG  James  H.  Merryman,  DCSCD  TRADOC  to  distr, 

18  Oct  78,  subj:  Operational  Concept  for  Division  86,  ACN-36801 
(CONFIDENTIAL  —  Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED). 
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Taole  3  - 

DIVISION  86  STUDY  OBJECTIVES 


1.  Develop  operational  concepts  which  will  take  advantage 

OF  THE  INCREASED  COMBAT  POWER  OF  NEW  MATERIEL  SYSTEMS. 


2.  Build  a  balanced  division  team:  develop  effective 

COMBINED  ARMS  INTERDEPENDENCE. 


3.  Organize  to  facilitate  management  control  and 

EXECUTION  OF  THE  DIVISION  S  CENTRAL  BATTLE  AND  FORCE 
GENERATION  TASKS:  REDUCE  AND  SIMPLIFY  THE  TACTICAL, 
TECHNICAL,  AND  TRAINING  RESPONSIBILITIES  OF  ALL 
ECHELONS  OF  THE  DIVISION. 


4.  Organize  to  exploit  the  new  systems:  provide  skilled 

TEAMS  TO  HANDLE  THE  DIVISION  S  NEW  EQUIPMENT  AND  TO 
INTEGRATE  COMBAT  FUNCTIONS  OF  SYSTEMS  AND  UNITS. 


5.  Develop  subelement  and/or  personnel  redundancy  for 

CRITICAL  CONTROL  FUNCTIONS  OR  FOR  KEY  COMBAT  TASKS. 


6.  Plan  the  transition  to  the  new  division. 


Source:  Ltr  ATCD-AN,  General  Starry  to  Cdr,  USACAC, 
Dw  S  7°'  SURJ:  ^BT  ^EV  $TUDY  ^IRECTIVE: 


24  October  to  6  November,  to  lay  out  status  and  plans.  These 
visits  found  the  task  forces,  as  they  approached  their  initial  work, 
affirmative  but  concerned  about  the  resources  involved.  During 
October,  the  U.S.  Army  Forces  Command  (FORSCOM) ,  U.S.  Army  Europe 
and  Seventh  Army,  U.S.  Army  Materiel  Development  and  Readinesr 
Conmand  (DARCO’n) ,  and  Headquarters,  Department  of  the  Army,  staffs 
were  briefed  and  brought  into  the  planning. 7 

The  Directive  for  Division  86 

The  Division  86  Study  Directive  was  published  on  31 
October  1978.  The  project  would  "develop  the  mcst  combat  effective 
organization  for  the  Army's  heavy  divisions  in  1986  in  order  to 
facilitate  integration  of  new  and  advanced  materiel  systems,  opera¬ 
tional  concepts,  and  human  resources  into  the  Army."®  This  purpose 
arose  out  of  the  general  problem  that  in  the  1980s  the  U.S.  Army 
would  face  a  numerically  superior  and  increasingly  sophisticated 
threat  from  the  Warsaw  Pact.  The  Army  had  to  meet  the  threat 
through  improved  tactical  concepts  and  advanced  weapons  incorporated 
into  organizations  able  to  take  full  advantage  of  them.  As  noted 
earlier,  an  almost  complete  replacement  of  Army  materiel  was  in 
store.  So,  too,  were  a  new  level  of  stress  on  combat  personnel  and 
a  complexity  of  training  requiring  new  strategies.  The  magnitude  of 
change  and  shortness  of  time  compelled  attention  to  the  order  of 
transition.  The  problem  was  to  develop  a  division  that  would  opti¬ 
mize  combat  power,  and  because  the  main  threat  lay  in  Europe,  the 
heavy  division  was  the  focus. 

The  generational  change  in  weaponry  and  the  resulting 
impact  on  operational  concepts,  tactics,  and  training,  were  reflected 
in  the  Division  86  objectives  (Table  3  )♦  Principles  laid  down  in 
the  BDP  would  govern  the  balance  between  central  battle  and  force 
generation  responsibilities  in  the  division,  while  the  ten  critical 
tasks  of  the  BDP  (See  Table- _4 _ )  would  define  the  missions  and  func¬ 

tions  of  the  division  organizations.  The  heavy  division  was  to  be 
developed  with  all  supporting  tables  of  organization  and  equipment, 
accompanied  by  an  examination  of  the  division's  slice  of  corps  support. 
Further  guidelines  would  be  developed  from  insights  gained  from 
application  of  the  BDP  concepts.  Planners  would  determine  the  actual 
number  of  division  personnel  by  critical  task  performed.  The  Europe 
Scenarios  would  provide  an  analytical  framework  oriented  to  Intense 
conventional  war,  but  with  capability  to  accommodate  chemical, 

7 

0 DCS CD  CDPD  Files,  Point  Paper,  ca.  Nov  1978,  subj:  Status 

of  Div  86. 
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biological,  and  tactical  nuclear  war.  Tactical  air  considerations 
would  be  Integral  to  the  study.  Division  86  was  to  be  structured 
on  the  assumptions  that  the  developmental  materiel  systems  would 
reach  the  field  on  schedule,  and  that  neither  enemy  uor  U.S.  forces 
would  enjoy  unlimited  air  superiority.  Division  86  would  absorb  the 
Division  Restructuring  Evaluation.  Studies  of  the  light  division, 
echelons  above  division,  and  other  elements  would  follow. 

Planners  placed  an  Initial  constraint  of  18,000  personnel 
on  the  objective  division.  Current  H-aeries  TOEs,  incorporating  all 
the  new  weapons  and  equipment  scheduled  to  be  operational  by  1986, 
were  the  study's  "base  case"  or  C-series.  The  DRS  organizations, 
similarly  updated,  were  the  T-series  alternative.  The  objective 
Division  86,  reflecting  manning  apportionments  by  tasks,  was  to  be 
the  ultimate  structure. 

Responsibilities  involved  most  of  the  command.  TRADOC 
headquarters  designer  the  task  leaders,  teams,  and  proponent 

schools  (Table  _4 _ ),  «nd  provided  the  initial  constraints.  With 

CACDA,  TRADOC  prepared  the  mission  statement  and  operational  concept 
of  Division  86,  and  would  develop  the  type  corps  troop  list,  assist 
CAC  and  the  task  leaders  in  obtaining  data  and  funding,  and  aid  the 
leaders  in  selecting  suitable  analytical  tools.  CAC  would  manage, 
coordinate,  and  integrate  the  whole  project  and  would  prepare  the 
study  plan  and  its  threat  annex.  CAC  would  organize  and  guide  a 
series  of  three  major  meetings  —  general  officer  workshops  —  and 
was  responsible  for  the  force  structure  trade-off  analysis  by  which 
the  organizations  would  emerge.  The  Combined  Arms  Center  was  also 
responsible  for  the  transition  plan  —  current  division  to  objective 
division  —  and  the  Division, 86  study  report. 

Each  task  force  leader  had  the  responsibility  to  develop 
individual  operational  concepts;  develop  the  best  organisations  fdr 
the  critical  task;  direct  the  proponent  to  implement  the  agreed-on 
organizations  by  TOE  and  by  detailed  operational  concept  and  training 
strategies;  and  present  the  general  officer  workshop  inputs.  The 
TRADOC  centers  and  schools  would  aid  the  task  force  leaders  and  CACDA. 
The  U.S.  Army  TRADOC  Systems  Analysis  Activity  (TRASANA)  was  charged 
to  assist  CACDA  with  analytical  tools.  The  TRADOC  Combined  Arms  Test 
Activity  (TCATA),  U.S.  Army  Combat  Developments  Experimentation 
Command  (CDEC) ,  and  the  TRADOC  Test  Boards  would  provide  test  support. 9 

4 

AS  the  first  Division  86  workshop  neared,  CAC  estimated 
initial  funding  and  on  13  November  1978,  told  TRADOC  that  the  project 
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would  cost  approximately  $438,000  in  FY  1979. 1U  TRADOC  replied  on 
15  Novemoer  that  current  resources  would  have  to  absorb  the  project 
for  FY  1979-80.  It  was  too  late  to  influence  the  resource  alloca¬ 
tion  process  for  those  years,  but  the  Department  of  the  Army  would 
be  asked  for  additional  resources  for  FY  1981-85.  For  FY  1979-80, 
ether  command  projects  would  have  to  be  deferred.  Division  86  travel 
expenses  for  FY  1979  would  draw  on  $100,000  provided  by  the  Depart¬ 
ment  of  the  Army  for  DRS  travel,  most  of  which  was  available.  Travel 
funds  previously  programed  for  deferred  projects  would  also  be  applied 
to  Division  86.“ 

On  13  November,  planners  completed  and  distributed  the  final 
version  of  the  Division  86  Operational  Concept.  The  task  force  leaders' 
points  of  contact  met  at  Fort  Monroe  on  16  November  to  discuss  issues 
and  plans  for  the  pending  workshop.  The  Battlefield  Development  Plan 
was  published  and  disseminated  the  next  day,  and  on  20  November  an 
overview  of  Division  86  and  the  BDP  were  briefed  to  the  Army  Chief  of 
Staff  and  Vice  Chief  of  Staff  and  members  of  the  Department  of  the 
Army  staff. 

The  Operational  Concept  of  Division  86 

The  first  Division  86  general  officer  workshop  —  "GO  I" 

—  convened  29  ••  30  November  1978  at  Fort  Leavenworth.  Task  force 
operational  concept  and  analytical  methodology  were  approved  for 
design  to  begin. 

Aa  formally  defined,  at  this  point.  Division  86  was 

the  force  development  and  modernization 
process  that  will  develop  the  organization 
and  doctrine  needed  to  integrate  into  the 
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force  tfte  new  weapon  systems  of  the  1980s 
and  to  optimize  cneir  employment.  Division 
86  will  provide  an  organizational  base 
against  which  to  measure  the  relative 
effectiveness,  of  follow-on  or  improved 
weapons  systems/mix.  The  development  will' 

Include  tactical  concepts  upon  which  to  base 
future  doctrine,  a  base  to  develop  training 
programs,  and  a  framework  within  which  to 
perform  force  structuring  trade-off  analysis. 

Division  86  is  the  beginning  of  the  process 
to  bring  concepts,  organizations,  tactics, 
training,  and  weapons  systems  together  in  a 
functional  manner. 13 

The  mission  that  planners  conceived  for  Division  86  was  as 

follows: 

The  most  critical  mission  for  the  Army  Heavy 
Division  in  the  decades  ahead  is  to  carry  out 
its  offensive  and  defensive  tasks  as  part  of 
a  Corps  committed  to  CENTAG  or  NORTHAG  within 
the  NATO  Alliance.  In  this  context  the  Heavy 
Division  86  must  be  able  to  destroy  its  share 
of  the  enemy  weapons  systems  committed  to  the 
central  battle  within  the  Corps  sector.  More 
specifically.  Division  86  must  be  able  to 
accomplish  the  following: 

a.  In  the  offense:  Destroy  enemy  security 
and  main  defensive  belt  forces  within  its  zone 
of  attack. 

b.  In  the  defense:  Destroy  enemy  1st 
and  2d  echelon  divisions  entering  the  battle 

area. 

The  operational  environment  of  Dl'  lslon  86  was  the  terrain 
of  the  V  Corps  sector  of  Central  Europe  in  1986,  a  part  of  the  NATO 
defense  facing  a  combined  arms  army  of  the  Warsaw  Pact.  Known 
weather,  terrain,  and  population  and  urbanization  factors  were  a 
material  part  of  the  analysis.  The  Europe  III  scenario  in  prepara¬ 
tion  formed  a  specific  operational  framework.  The  division  faced 
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well  equipped  and  trained  forces  whose  operations  emphasized 
offense  and  mobility.  The  meeting  engagement  was  seen  to  be  the 
form  of  combat  action  most  frequently  planned  by  the  Soviets,  but 
Soviet  operations  were  also  characterized  by  a  well-developed 
echeloned  breakthrough  attack  and  by  pursuit  doctrine  stressing 
parallel  movement  to  cut  off  retreat.  Attack  by  echelon,  on  a  time 
scale,  in  'arms  of  companies,  battalions,  regiments,  divisions,  and 
armies,  was  a  significant  factor  for  study  and  became  in  Division  86 
a  prime  focus  of  operational  and  organizational  planning. 

In  combat,  the  division  was  in  "a  continuous  cycle  of 
action  gradually  absorbing  the  momentum  of  the  enemy  offensive, 
destroying  his  forces  and  setting  the  stage  for  the  division's 
transition  for  offensive  action."^  In  the  defensive  battle,  division 
units  of  the  corps  covering  force  acted  to  engage  the  attack  early, 
forcing  the  enemy  to  reveal  his  main  pattern  of  action  and  permitting 
U.S.  corps  and  divisions  early  on  to  "see"  the  battle.  Covering 
force  ground  elements  would  be  reinforced  by  artillery,  attack  heli¬ 
copters,  and  close  sir  support  to  inflict  maximum  destruction.  The 
defensive  battle  proceeded  on  principles  of  maximum  forward  attri¬ 
tion  followed  by  concentration  at  the  decisive  point,  permitting  the 
division  conmander  to  destroy  the  oncoming  first  re-imental  echelon 
and  to  slow,  block,  and  then  destroy  the  second.  The  brigade 
commanders  managed  their  allocat'd  battalions,  while  the  division 
cotmnander  anticipated  the  entry  into  the  central  battle  of  the  second 
echelon  regiments  and  interdicted  their  ptogress  while  generating 
combat  power  out  of  the  brigades  to  meet  them.  Meanwhile,  tne  corps 
interdicted  the  enemy's  second  echelon  divisions,  handing  off  this 
assault  to  the  division  as  the  second  echelon  arrived.  The  division's 
combat  power  was  repeatedly  shifted  and  reconcentrated  through  the 
force  generation  procesa. 

The  division  used  its  own  and  corps  intelligence  to  deter¬ 
mine  when  to  shift  to  the  offense.  Timely  concentration  of  decisive 
combat  power  was  crucial.  Commanders  employed  the  force  generation 
means  at  their  disposal  to  dislocate,  fragment,  and  cut  off  enemy 
forces  while  gaining  favorable  terrain  positions  for  mobile  attacks. 
The  attack  capitalized  on  the  new  division's  wide  array  of  weapons 
to  paralyze  enemy  command  and  reaction  and  create  psychological  and 
physical  collapse.  Leaders  would  have  to  "maneuver  by  fire  and 
exploit  by  maneuver."  The  echeloned  attack  and  its  effects  required 
a  strong  and  resilient  division,  and  the  fullest  exploitation  of  the 
potential  of  the  new  weaponry. 

What  considerations  bore  on  the  division's  conduct  of  the 
battle?  The  division  should  be  able  to  control  from  2  to  5  brigades, 
to  fight  alongside  allies,  to  meet  both  breakthrough  and  broad  front 
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attack,  and  to  conduct  continuous  and  sustained  operations.  The 
division  would  have  to  counter  enemy  chemical,  biological,  or 
nuclear  weapons,  to  defend  a  40-kilometer  frontage  up  to  80  kilo¬ 
meters  deep,  and  to  defeat  the  first  echelon  divisions  of  the  attack¬ 
ing  force  and  reform  to  defeat  succeeding  echelons.  The  division 
commander  had  to  prepare  forces  to  fight  the  succeeding  central 
battle  at  the  same  time  that  he  was  fighting  the  current  battle. 

He  had  to  be  constantly  aware  of  the  oncoming  second  echelon  division 
and  ready  to  begin  offensive  operations  at  the  advantageous  time. 

Finally,  how  were  the  critical  tasks  of  the  central  battJe 
and  force  generation  defined  in  application  to  Division  86?  Charts 
2  and  3  are  graphic  cepictions  of  the  ten  tasks. 

Target  servicing  was  the  capability  of  the  force  to  acquire 
and  engage,  and  neutralize  or  destroy  enemy  firepower  systems  such 
as  tanks  and  antitank  guided  missiles  in  the  central  battle.  It 
included  use  of  supporting  weapons  such  as  mortars,  field  artillery, 
and  tactical  air  as  well  as  countermobility  and  electronic  warfare. 
Critical  subtasks  were  to  concentrate  on  weapons  to  outgun  the  enemy, 
destroy  enough  of  his  weapons  to  halt  his  attack  or  carry  an  offen¬ 
sive  against  him,  and  slow  his  tempo  and  Increase  his  exposure.  The 
force  should  be  balanced  in  order  not  to  overburden  single  weapon 
systems.  Continuous  operations,  limited  visibility,  survivability, 
and  the  effects  of  stress  required  special  attention.  The  standards 
set  for  this  critical  task  were  to  destroy  or  neutralize  enough 
targets  to  stop  the  attack  and,  in  the  offense,  to  destroy  or  neutra¬ 
lize  the  enemy's  security  and  main  defensive  belt  forces. 

For  defensive  operations,  the  target  servicing  problem 
could  be  ^educed  to  the  grouping  and  judicious  use  of  enough  of  the 
battalion' 8  new  weapons  to  defeat  200  -  250  targets  in  a  10-minute 
period.  In  offensive  operations,  target  servicing  emphasized  not 
attrition  per  se  but  maneuver  and  breakthrough  to  destroy  enemy 
artillery,  air  defenses,  command  posts,  logistical  support  and  command 
and  control  systems.  In  both  defense  and  offense,  the  tank  was  the 
major  target  servicer,  while  indirect  fire  in  close  support,  destruc¬ 
tion,  neutralization,  and  suppression  roles,  made  a  significant  con¬ 
tribution.  Artillery  precision  guided  munitions  and  scatterable 
mines  were  special  contributors.  Balance  —  the  "synergistic  effect" 
of  combined  weapons  --  was  all-important. 

How  to  array  weapons  and  units  T;as  the  root  problem  and 
the  most  difficult  one  within  Division  66.  Battalions  were  to  be 
built  from  the  bottom  up,  ensuring  tha.  they  serviced  targets  and 
handled  other  critical  tasks  with  equal  efficiency.  Thus,  the 
battalion  had  to  be  able  to  order  and  control  movement,  distribute 
or  concentrate  fire,  integrate  the  combined  arms  team  at  the  level 
consistent  with  the  situation,  coordinate  the  use  of  precision  guided 
missiles,  and  operate  within  an  intense  electronic  warfare  environment. 
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Beyond  all  of  this,  the  battalion  also  had  its  logistics  support, 
suppression  and  counterfire,  and  air  defense  tasks. 

Counterfire  was  defined  as  attack  against  the  enemy's  in¬ 
direct  fire  systems,  including  mortar,  cannon,  rocket  systems,  and 
command-con trol-c.ojtinunicationa  and  support  systems.  Distinctions 
were  present  in  counterfire  —  suppression,  neutralization,  and  de¬ 
struction.  Suppression  of  enemy  air  defenses  presented  a  special 
subtask  of  three  Division  86  tasks  —  counterfire,  target  servicing, 
and  interdiction.  For  Division  86,  counterfire  retained  its  tra¬ 
ditional  function  of  knocking  out  enemy  weapons  systems  to  improve 
the  balance  and  permit  more  freedom  of  maneuver  and  application  of 
direct  fire.  Counterfire,  primarily  a  field  artillery  function,  was 
split  out  for  analysis  into  subtasks  of  target  acquisition,  proces¬ 
sing,  attack,  and  attack  assessment.  Special  conditions  for  vnich 
the  counterfire  organizations  were  responsible  were  possible  nuclear- 
biological-chemical  conditions,  electronic  warfare  and  electronic 
counter-countermeasures,  24-hour  operations,  survivability,  and 
logistical  constraints. 

Air  defense  was  seen  basically  as  a  reactive  operation  that 
included  all  measures  employed  against  enemy  aircraft,  helicopters, 
and  cruise  missiles.  These  measures  encompassed  capabilities  to 
detect,  acquire,  identify,  engage,  or  destroy  aircraft  in  approach 
or  overflight.  Interaction  with  corps  air  defense  was  implicit, 
but  the  division  was  required  to  provide  its  own  short  range  air 
defense  —  positioned  in  depth. ^ 
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Logistic  support  was  the  provision  of  critical  supplies 
and  services  necessary  to  support  the  force  and  systems  committed 
to  the  battle.  Concept  planners  focused  on  five  crucial  subtaska. 
These  were  ammunition  resupply;  battle  damage  repair;  battlefield 
recovery;  petroleum,  oils,  and  lubricants  (POL)  resupply;  and  medi¬ 
cal  treatment  and  evacuation. 

Armored  combat  logistic  support  vehicles  would  rearm 
forward  vehicles  and  systems.  Combat  battalions  and  units  would 
obtain  ammunition  with  their  own  vehicles  from  ammunition  transfer 
points  in  the  brigade  rear  and  ammunition  supply  points  in  the 
division  rear.  Forward  arming  and  refueling  points  would  be  estab¬ 
lished  by  companies  and  troops  for  air  cavalry  and  attack  helicopters. 
Critical  storage,  minimum  packaging,  forward  rearming  in  combat, 
sufficient  materials  handling  equipment,  and  emergency  resupply  were 
to  be  stressed.  Division  86  provided  for  battle  damage  repair  as 
far  forward  as  possible  by  maintenance  teams  whose  work  would  be 
aided  by  built-in  test  equipment  and  maximal  replacement  by  component 
and  through  cannibalization.  Prompt  recovery  and  removal  for  repair 
of  damaged  major  weapon  systems  were  stressed.  Fuel  resupply  empha¬ 
sized  timely  forecas  ing  of  needs  and  rapid  response  by  a  flexible 
system.  The  medical  concept  employed  the  triage  principle  and 
stressed  forward  treatment  by  the  division  where  possible.  Massive 
problems  of  mobility  and  survivability  attended  the  logistical 
challenge  of  the  materiel-weighted  division  of  1986  with  its  increased 
supply  and  maintenance  needs,  forward  logistics  principles,  and  re- 
requirement  to  support  corps  and  covering  force  units  in  the  division 
sector. 


Command-control-cornmunications  — •  C3,  or  what  planners 
called  "C  cubed"  —  was  a  master  function  cutting  across  every  ele¬ 
ment  of  the  cettral  battle  and  force  generation.  The  C3  task  was  of 
staggering  complexity,  and  the  limits  of  the  analytical  "state  of 
the  art"  for  C3  were  recognized.  C3  was  seen  as  a  system  to  provide 
command-control,  control  being  the  "process  by  which  units,  weapon 
systems,  and  people  are  directed  in  such  a  way  jis  to  accomplish  the 
force  mission."  Essential  elements  of  C3  were  command  authority 
and  relationships,  organization,  communications,  key  information, 
doctrine,  and  training.  It  was  through  the  C3  system  of  the  air-land 
team  that  the  commander  and  his  staff  fought  the  central  battle  and 
generated  forces.  The  basic  thing  the  system  had  to  provide  was 
effective  battle  management.  Standards  sought  in  C3  were  accurate, 
event-oriented,  near-ins tcntaneous  information;  integration  of  key 
information  elements;  continuance  of  effective  combat  control  when 
the  system  was  impaired;  and  a  system  that  was  mobile  and  aurv^vable. 
The  differing  tasks  of  the  central  battle  and  force  generation  im¬ 
posed  a  double  set  of  requirements,  with  organizational  ramifications. 


There  were  also  special  considerations  such  as  interoperability, 
continuity  of  operatio:is  and  continuous  combat,  and  the  combined  or 
synergistic  effects  of  interacting  air  and  land  battlefield  systems. 

Surveillance  -  fusion  was  a  task  of  force  generation.  It 
was  defined  as  locating,  classifying,  projecting,  and  providing  target 
information  about  the  enemy  second  echelon  to  the  commander  for  in¬ 
terdiction  operations.  This  task  also  included  sending  target  infor¬ 
mation  for  the  servicing  of  targets,  suppression,  and  counterfire  in 
the  central  battle.  Management  of  the  division's  electronic  warfare 
system  additionally  fell  within  this  task. 

By  concept,  Division  86  would  employ  its  equipment  for 
reconnaissance,  surveillance,  target  acquisition,  all  source  situation 
assessment,  electronic  warfare  management,  and  information  dissemina¬ 
tion  as  one  functional  entity.  The  current  combat  electronic  warfare 
-  Intelligence,  or  CEWI,  battalion  was  the  starting  point,  assisted 
by  other  divisional  collection  units.  Planners  saw  a  1986  battlefield 
cluttered  with  "movers,  shooters,  and  emitters"  of  every  kind,  among 
which  the  targeting  of  the  critical  "nodes"  or  concentrations  was 
imperative  to  destroy  or  paralyze  the  enemy  force.  Information  such 
as  the  enemy's  probable  course  of  action  and  his  axes  and  rates  of 
advance  was  also  required.  Because  of  the  sheer  bulk  of  collected 
data  and  the  extreme  time  factor  involved,  most  analysis  had  to  be 
automated.  Electronic  warfare  —  electronic  counter-countermeasures 
to  defend  against  enemy  jammint:,  offensive  electronic  countermeasures, 
and  electronic  support  measures  (electronic  support  intercept  and 
direction  finding)  —  all  were  surveillance  -  fusion  responsibilities. 

Interdiction,  a  key  emphasis  of  Division  86,  was  "the 
attack  of  second  echelon  forces  which  includes  the  first  and  second 
echelon  divisions  and  their  supporting  elements  not  involved  in  the 
central  battle  ...  from  the  follow-on  battalions  of  the  first  eche¬ 
lon  regiments  to  the  rear  of  the  second  echelon  divisions."17  Inter¬ 
diction  was  to  proceed  by  disruption,  impedance,  attrition,  and 
destruction.  The  aim  here  was  to  severely  weaken  the  second  echelon 
before  it  was  thrown  into  the  central  battle  so  that  it  would  not 
overwhelm  the  division's  target  servicing  capacity.  Through  inter¬ 
diction  the  arrival  rate  of  central  battle  targets  could  be  profoundly 
influenced.  The  whole  aim  was  to  "prevent  the  2d  echelons  from 
becoming  a  central  battle  problem.  "‘S  A  variety  of  second  echelon 
targets  presented  themselves  —  firepower  systems  and  critical  con¬ 
centrations  of  C3,  combat  support,  and  combat  service  support. 
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Slowing  Che  momentum  of  Che  second  echelon  was  crucial  and  planners 
saw  it  in  terms  of  twin  elements,  mass  and  velocity:  destroy  mass; 
disrupt,  delay,  and  impede  velocity. 

No  neat  dissection  of  the  conceptual  battlefield  existed, 
but  a  new  view  of  things  was  apparent.  The  commander  had  to  see 
and  act  on  second  echelon  elements  as  he  located  them,  ascertained 
their  closure  rates  and  times,  and  predicted  their  intentions,  and 
as  he  assessed  risks  to  the  units  fighting  the  central  battle. 

He  had  the  responsibility  to  do  all  of  this  to  the  depth  dependent 
on  the  level  of  the  unit  he  commanded.  The  battalion  commander's 
area  of  Interest  was  out  to  the  15  kilometers  of  the  central  battle. 
The  brigade's  went  out  to  the  follow-on  battalions  of  the  first 
echelon  regiments  and  the  leading  edge  of  the  second  echelon  regiment 
of  the  first  echelon  division.  The  division  looked  to  the  first 
echelon  divisions  and  lead  regiments  of  the  second  echelon  divisions 
—  out  to  50  -  70  kilometers.  The  corps  conznander  had  to  see  the 
second  echelon  division  of  the  first  echelon  army  and  beyond. 

In  contrast  to  the  area  of  interest  was  the  area  of  in¬ 
fluence  in  which  the  conmander  actually  began  to  engage  targets. 

For  the  division,  it  was  20  -  .30  kilometers  ana  encompassed  both  the 
follow-on  battalions  of  the  first  echelon  regiments  and  the  second 
echelon  regiments.  These  enesy  units  fell  within  the  range  of  the 
divion  commander's  artillery. 

Force  mobility  as  a  critical  ingredient  of  force  genera¬ 
tion  was  "the  ability  to  move  on  the  battlefield  for  the  purpose  of 
concentrating  or  reallocating  combat  power. "19  It  encompassed 
preparation  of  information  about  the  physical  chtracte'.*  of  the  area, 
control  of  ground  and  air  movements,  disengagement  cf  forces  when 
necessary,  security  of  movement,  movement  of  the  force  on  the  ground, 
river  crossing,  and  air  movement.  Of  course,  other  traditional  engi¬ 
neer  assignments,  mineclearing  and  camouflage,  figured  in  the  concept. 
The  Division  86  planners  were  concerned  with  mobility  factors  in  the 
design  of  new  equipment  as  well  as  tactical  mobility. 

Reconstitution,  an  old  idea  given  new  erpbasls  by 
BDP-Divislon  86,  consisted  of  "those  combat  service  support  actions 
required  to  regenerate  the  force  and  the  materiel  resources  required 
by  the  force  in  preparation  for  the  next  central  battle. "20 

Reconstitution  was  continuous  before,  during,  and  after 
the  central  battle.  In  resupply,  the  operational  concept  emphasized 
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refueling  and  rearming,  followed  by  reaupply  of  essential  major 
equipment,  critical  repair  parts,  rations,  and  water  —  all  as  far 
forward  as  possible.  Prompt  removal  of  inoperative  equipment, 
essential  maintenance  forward,  replacement  by  component,  and  canni¬ 
balization  were  essentials.  Individual  combat  replacement  was 
complemented  by  crew  replacement  for  major  weapon  systems.  The 
medical  concept  provided  treatment  by  unit  medics,  battalion-squadron 
aid  stations,  clearing  stations  in  the  brigade  rear,  and  corps  medi¬ 
cal  facilities.  Sustaining  the  force  comprised  a  myriad  of  additional 
essential  support  tasks,  all  sharpened  by  the  problems  of  the  inten¬ 
sity  of  modern  warfare  —  high  consumption  rates,  mobility,  and 
survivability. 

The  Division  86  operational  concept  additionally  recognized 
the  "human  dimension"  as  a  special  consideration  transcending  the 
entire  division  building  process.  It  consisted  of  "those  soldier 
related  actions  required  to  prepare  the  force  for  and  to  contribute 
to  maximizing  combat  potential  for  winning  the  central  battle. "2* 

The  changes  most  needed,  planners  believed,  were  in  simplicity, 
stability,  and  the  commander's  influence.  Matching  men  to  materiel 
systems  was  a  point  of  emphasis  already  embodied  in  the  integrated 
personnel  support  project  of  the  U.S.  Army  Administration  Center, 
and  would  be  used.  Unit  cohesion,  the  moral  bond  uniting  men  in  the 
most  extreme  adversity  of  battle,  merited  full  attention. 22 

Methods  and  Constraints 


The  methodological  approach  to  Division  86,  inherent  in 
the  BDP,  was  to  embark  on  "a  systematic  breakdown  into  the  division's 
specific  tasks  and  subfunctions  and  then  a  reconstruction  into  a 
coherent  whole  or  division  capability."2^  The  November  Operational 
Concept  sketched  the  basic  methodological  outline  which  the  task 
forces  would  employ.  A  fuller  statement  of  methods  was  published 
with  the  study  plan  on  15  December  1978. 

Based  upon  the  BDP  concepts  for  che  ten  critical  tasks  of 
central  battle  and  force  generation  and  upon  the  Division  Restructur¬ 
ing  Evaluation,  the  task  force  leaders  were  to  develop  the  division 
unit  organizations  and  operational  concepts  for  each  of  the  ten  tasks. 
They  would  develop  a  force  structure  methodology  that  could  be  further 
applied  to  the  heavy  corps  and  the  light  divisions  and  as  a  basis  for 
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resource  decisions  on  materiel  and  manpower.  And  as  noted  before, 
near-term  improvements  for  the  current  heavy  division  would  be 
explored,  and  an  initial  "road  nap"  or  implaaentation  plan  to  1986 
would  be  assembled. 

With  tue  mission,  initial  operational  concepts,  and  con¬ 
straints  fixed  by  the  November  workshop,  development  of  the  objective 
division  would  proceed  in  eucc  issive  phases  terminating  in  general 
officer  workshops. 

In  the  development  ph  se,  December  to  May,  the  task  forces 
would  work  out  canoidate  unit  •  rganizations,  evaluating  how  well 
they  could  perform  the  critica1  battlefield  tasks.  The  task  forces 
would  give  CAC  unit  reference  ..:eets  for  three  levels  of  structure. 
Level  2  organizations  were  roughly  equal  to  the  C-series  (current 
H-series,  updated  to  1986)  of  the  DRI2  evaluation.  Level  1  organiza¬ 
tions  had  fewer  people  and  less  equipment  than  Level  2,  while  Level 
3  organizations  had  more.  CAC  then  would  conduct  force  structure 
trade-off  analysis  with  these  task  force  inputs.  Within  those  of 
the  target  servicing  task  force,  CAC  would  additionally  analyze 
different  nixes  of  tne  battalion  organizations  in  order  to  arrive  at 
the  three  different  levels  for  target  servicing.  Finally,  working 
with  the  task  force  leaders,  CAC  would  analyze  various  assembled 
division  structures  composed  of  the  task  force  inputs  of  various 
levels. 

In  the  evaluation  and  synthesis  phase,  planned  for  Ju'e 
to  September  1979,  the  taek  forces  were  to  provide  CAC  with  auto¬ 
mated  unit  reference  sheets  for  the  approved  division  unit  organi¬ 
zations.  The  approved  objective  division  would  be  evaluated  in 
division  wargames  to  determine  its  relative  effectiveness,  support- 
ability,  and  cost.  Continuing  analysis  would  fix  the  final  orm 
for  review,  refinement,  and  approval.  Peacetime  augmentation  and 
current  improvements  were  to  be  Identified  by  this  time. 

The  operational  concept  gave  force  structure  and  equipment 
constraints  as  a  point  of  departure  for  the  task  forces.  The  con¬ 
straints  reflected  au  appreciation  that  a  division  asking  too  much 
in  men  and  money  coulr  be  rejected  while  one  asking  too  little  could 
restrict  creativity.  The  larger  planning  framework  was  the  programed 
force  levels  for  the  1980a.  There  were  obvious  impacts  on  the  corps 
structure,  and  V  Corps  was  taken  as  a  basis  for  pxanning.  Planners 
selected  the  3d  Anaared  Division  as  a  representative  model  of  the 
changing  division;  its  structure  was  expected  to  see  a  steady  growth 
through  personnel  addicicn?  consequent  on  receipt  of  new  equipment, 
and  by  1984  it  would  exceed  the  ceiling  set  for  the  Division  86 
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Table  5  -- 

DIVISION  86 

PERSONNEL  CONSTRAINTS  BY  CRITICAL  TASK 

November  1978 

Critical  Task 

Heavy  Div  Elm 

Personnel 

Constraint 

Target  Servicing 

Inf,  Tank,  Cav, 

Avn 

9,150 

50.82 

Suppression/Counterf ire 
and  Interdiction 

Fid  Arty,  Tgt  Acq 

3,100 

17.22 

Air  Defense 

Air  Def  Arty 

700 

3.92 

Recons  titut ion/ Support 

DISCOM,  Med,  Maint 
SAT,  PA,  Fin 

2,300 

12.82 

C3/EW 

Hq  Bde  &  Div,  Slg, 
KP 

1,200 

6.72 

Surveillance/Fusion 

CEWI 

550 

3.02 

Force  Mobility 

Engr,  Smoke,  NBC 

1,000 

5.62 

18,000 

100.02 

Source;  Div  86  Op  Concept,  13  Nov  78,  p,  8-17  (CONFIDENTIAL 
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TABLE  6  --  DIVISION  86 

PROGRAMED  EQUIPMENT  REQUIREMENTS 


Svst^n 

Dlv 

FAD 

Re-«r!'* 

Susnc 

Dlv 

EAD 

Rj-arks 

AAN 

43 

8 

McJ;.3 

8 

1  for  1.  M60 

ADAM 

t 

8 

Ajsdo  lten 

:o?ms 

8 

8 

Aauo  lteet 

AC7ELIS 

* 

« 

KRTT 

TBD 

AHA'.'S 

8 

1  for  1,  TOW 

mildews 

3 

AN/KSQ-103 

3 

MAVSTAR-CPS 

8 

A.N/PPS-15 

21 

MODS 

8 

AN/TLQ-17A 

l 

7  ADS 

11 

AN/TPO-36 

8 

patriot 

8 

AN/TPQ-37 

2 

8 

PERSHING  II 

8 

AX/TSO-73 

8 

• 

PEWS 

8 

1  per  platoon 

AH/TTC-39 

8 

PLRS 

8 

1  per  division 

AN/TVC-39 

8 

Q'JICKFIX  u/c  DF 

3 

ASAS 

1 

8 

QUICXFIX  u/DP 

3 

ASH 

40 

CLICXLXX  II 

8 

8CS 

22 

RAAMS 

Anno  lten 

SOS'S 

5 

RSHASS 

1 

3LACKHAMC 

22 

ROLAND 

k 

8 

SSTAJt 

6 

RPV 

20 

CFV 

8 

16/Civ  Trp 

RSCAA 

1  pet  co 

6/ Scout  Pit 

SAW 

8 

2  per  eqdn 

Cil-47  (MOD) 

8 

S  1NCC...O 

1  oer  platoon 

COPPERHEAD 

s 

8 

Also  lten 

SLLTAS 

a 

OlV.d  Cun 

36 

8 

SOTAS 

i 

FATiAS 

2 

S.V.-3S 

TBD 

FAKLCR 

8 

SUNDER 

80 

CEMSS 

4 

TACELIS 

• 

8 

CLLD 

1  per  .-1ST, 

TACFIRE 

s 

8  per  TAB 

T4CJAM 

3 

8 

FOV 

1  per  FIST. 

TACSATCOM 

8 

3  per  TAB 

70S 

1 

CSRS 

27 

8 

oS 

1 

cuaubrail  v 

8 

7.UILSIA2ER 

*1 

HELLFLiE 

# 

8 

..too  Iron 

LET 

13 

8 

I-Sl 

8 

1  for  1  Sir* 

VIPER 

Amo  item 

IFV 

8 

41  per  aech  bn 

VMD1 

» 

9  per  SIC  Co 

rrv 

22  per  inch  bn. 

XH1 

8 

1  for  l,  H60 

4  per  unk  bn, 

18  per  civ  iqn 

*  May  becooo  division  liter  by  1986. 

f  Irens  in  proiraonad  for  lnui  to  units  at  ochalaas  Indicated.  Bull  o t  issue  of  lew  to  echelons 
tbovi  division  It  not  provided. 

Source!  Operational  Concept  for  1  tvlslon  86,  13  Nov  78  .3CNFIDENIIAI,  —  Info  need  la  UNCLASSIFIED) . 


CHART  4  -  DIVISION  86  ANALYSIS  METHODOLOGY 


objective  neavy  division.  l'he  operational  concept  accordingly  put 
a  strength  limit  of  18,000  on  the  objective  division  initially, 
allocated  by  task  as  shown  in  Table  5  .  ^ 

Beyond  manpower,  a  prime  constraint  was  the  affordability 
of  the  tide  of  equipment  coming  into  the  force  between  1979  and  1986. 
and  ceiling  quantities  were  presented  (Tab.’.:-.  . 

The  Analysis  Subgroup 

The  analytical  dimension  of  the  Division  S6  project  was 
significant  (Chart  4  ).  Developed  and  refined  hy  the  TRADOC  Combat 
Developments  Analysis  Directorate  in  late  1978,  the  Division  86 
analysis  methodology  was  widely  briefed  to  task  force  participants. 

A  way  to  coordinate  the  extensive  analytical  tasks  was  soon  estab¬ 
lished  as  well.  At  the  GO  I  workshop  on  30  November,  General  Starry 
told  the  TRASANA  Director,  Dr  Wilbur  Payne,  tc  “steeli&h  .v,  analysis 
subgroup  to  review  and  coordinate  the  models  a»v:  analytical  method¬ 
ology  the  task  forces  and  CAC  were  planning  to  employ.  The  subgroup 
would  ensure  application  of  the  best  tools  and  techniques,  suggesting 
modifications  where  necessary. 

Making  up  this  body  were  TRADOC  Headquarters,  CAC,  the 
Logistics  and  Administration  Centers,  and  all  the  involve;'.  7FAD0C 
schools,  as  well  as  the  Office  of  the  Deputy  Under  Secvtozy  of  the 
Army  for  Operations  Research,  the  Department  of  the  Army  Deputy 
Chief  of  Staff  for  Operations  and  Plans  Technical  Advisor,  and 
representatives  from  the  U.S.  Army  Materiel  Systems  Analysis  Agency, 
U.S.  Army  Concepts  Analysis  Agency,  DARCOM,  and  the  U.S.  Air  Force 
Tactical  Fighter  Weapons  Center. 

The  Payne  subgroup  met  four  times  between  December  and 
June  to  review  progress  of  the  host  of  separate  analytical  efforts 
and  the  impact  of  these  efforts  on  the  force  structure  trade-off 
analyses  conducted  by  CAC  during  the  summer  of  1979.  The  appoint¬ 
ment  and  activities  of  the  Payne  body  were  a  measure  of  the  intense 
analytical  nature  of  the  entire  Division  86  project.  Payne  and  his 
group  studied  the  task  forces'  models  and  analyses  closely  —  both 
for  what  the  models  could,  and  could  not,  do.  Some  proved  viable 
and  highly  useful.  The  air  defense  analyses,  for  example,  demiu- 
strated  that  the  STINGER  missile  systems  were  more  valuable  when  in 
the  air  defense  battalion  thau  when  organic  to  the  maneuver  battalions. 
This  analytical  result  found  its  wav  into  the  objective  division. 
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A  few  models  had  recognized  limitations.  An  important  concern  of 
the  command-control-communications  task  force,  using  the  FOURCE^S 
model,  was  that  not  all  electronic  varfare  measures  were  being  repre¬ 
sented  or  addressed.  In  this  connection,  a  TRADOC  analysis  team 
departed  for  England  in  mid-June  to  make  use  of  related  war  gaming 
by  the  Royal  Armaments  Research  and  Development  Establishment. 

Space  does  not  permit  here  an  analysis-by-analysis, 
model-by-model  account  of  the  analytical  side  of  Division  86.  The 
effects  of  the  major  analyses  are  noted  in  the  following  discussions 
of  the  Division  86  task  forces.  Suffice  it  to  say  that  the  Division 
3u  analytical  effort  was  intensive  and  unprecedented  in  the  Army's 
reorganizations  of  its  field  units. ^ 
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Chapter  IV 


DIVISION  136  TAKES  SliaPE 
(December  1972  -  <>i>rll  1979) 


The  new  heavy  divisici:  -as -  aubatantially  developed  between 
December  1978  and  April  1979.  £->rinj,  this  period,  the  Division  Re¬ 
structuring  Evaluation  was  concluded  and  its  results  became  known. 
Under  Combined  Arcs  Center  management,  the  task  forces  focused  in¬ 
tensively  on  their  respective  Division  86  organizations.  Issuance 
of  a  formal  study  plan  further  retired  TRADOC  guidance,  as  did 
General  Starry's  involvement ,  by  meeting  and  message,  with  the  task 
force  and  CAC  planners.  Important  organizational  decisions  concluded 
the  GO  II  workshop,  and  by  early  April  the  majority  of  main  issues 
had  been  settled  and  much  of  the  basis  of  the  division's  structure 
was  reasonably  firm. 

Results  of  the  Division  Restructure g  Evaluation 

DRE  testing  of  the  Division  Restructuring  Study  organiza¬ 
tions,  which  had  progressed  through  ^  battalion  phase  extending  from 
February  1977  to  July  1978,  culminated  in  a  brigade  phase  fielded 
July  -  October  1 i,6.  Results  of  the  early  tests  figured  in  the  final 
DRE  assessment  and  testing  and  are  reflected  in  the  following 
discussion. * 

The  brigade  testing  encompassed  ftry  elements  —  a  modified 
K-serlea  tank  battalion  teat,  in  ammunition  uvrsfer  point  (ATP) 
evaluation,  n  direct  support  field  artillery  h.ittaliou  teat  of  the  re¬ 
st  ructured  battalion.  a  brigade  test  culmi'iatlng  in  a  brigade  field 
.-.raining  exercise  involving  all  units  In  and  supporting  tha  restruc¬ 
tured  brigade,  observations  about  the  DRS  brigade’s  participation  In 
REFORGER  79,  the  internal  organizational  c^velspment  study  undertaken 
by  III  Corps  of  the  restructured  test  bi  .^eds  (the  2d  Brigade,  1st 
Cavalry  Division),  and,  finally,  DIWAC  ul-.iulon  level  wargaming  and 
analysis.  Emphasis  waa  on  C3  and  maneuver  systems,  -.icnauver  elements 
and  selected  combat  support  units  being  examined  i.o  l  command  post 
exercise  context.  Fielc.  testing  geared  to  the  *936  timeframe. 


1 

For  coverage  of  the  batCalion  phase,  see  HQ  CAC  Dlv  Re¬ 
structuring  Evaluation  Independent  Evaluation  Rept,  Maneuver  Battalion 
Phase,  1  Sep  78  (IS  volumes). 
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though  units  had  1978  equ'.pmeut  and  weapons,  with  me  exception  of 
TACFIRE.  Field  evaluations  made  allowances  for  tr.e  unequal,  smaller 
size  of  the  DRS  T-series  battalions. 

The  tests  showed  some  DRS  ideas  viable  and  others  weak. 
Regarding  maneuver  units,  the  overall  effectiveness  of  the  tank  and 
mechanized  infantry  battalions,  H-series  versus  T-series,  was  in¬ 
significant.  The  idea  of  integrating  the  combined  arms  at  the 
battalion  level  proved  effective,  but  tests  indicated  that  cross¬ 
attachment  at  the  company  level  was  an  option  that  should  be  kept. 

The  T-series  3-tank  platoon  was  too  small,  single  tank  losses  proving 
catastrophic  to  the  platoon  33  a  unit.  The  4-tank  platoon  was  found 
superior  to  either  the  3-  or  5-tar, k  platoon.  The  battalion  bi-func¬ 
tional  operations- intelligence  -  personnel- logistics  staff  did  not 
work  as  well  as  did  the  conventional  staff  organization.  The  anti¬ 
tank  guided  missile  company  was  found  adequate  and  effective  in 
support  of  maneuver  units.  Scouts  were  required  at  both  battalion 
and  brigade,  and  the  most  effective  scout  organization  was  approxi¬ 
mately  six  cavalry  fighting  vehicles.  The  T-series  mail.’' nuance 
company  was  effective,  but  provided  no  significant  advjstijas  ever 
the  unit  maintenance  concept  to  the  maneuver  organization**,  though 
substantial  advantages  to  the  field  artillery  organization'..  The 
combat  service  support  company  proved  unresponsive  to  company  needs, 
the  personnel  administration  center  did  no:  perform  adequately,  and 
the  consolidated  battalion  mess,  vnile  efficient,  was  not  effective. 
The  DRE  training  concept  introduced  no  significant  advantages  for 
training  management.  Consolidating  mortars  at  battalion  level  im¬ 
proved  the  overall  effectiveness  of  the  mechanized  battalior •  but 
the  5-man  mortar  squad  was  too  austere  for  local  security  a.  i  ammu¬ 
nition  bearing. 

In  field  artillery  testing,  the  T-seriea  direct  support 
battalion  —  4  firing  batteries  of  i  howitzers  each  —  provided  more 
effective  fire  support  and  more  survivability  than  the  H-aeries 
3x6  structure.  It  was  capable  of  conducting  required  tactical 
operations  and  was  responsive.  The  overall  effectiveness  »>  the 
fire  support  (FIST)  teams  enhanced  the  responsiveness  of  Indirect 
fires. 


The  organisation  of  the  restructured  3~company  combat  engi¬ 
neer  battalion  was  inadequate.  For  internal  organic  support,  however, 
its  mobility  and  countermability  capabilities  were  superior  and  gave 
more  flexible  and  responsive  support  to  the  maneuver  units.  A  dedi¬ 
cated  ass '  ttant  brigade  engineer  section  was  required  to  provide  a 
link  betWt-.-n  the  brigade  commander,  engineer  battalion,  and  the 
engineer  company  commander.  The  DRE  engineer  company  commander, 
given  both  command  and  staff  functions,  could  not  satisfy  boll)  ivies. 

In  selected  support  issues,  the  REDEYE  teams  proved  able 
to  give  only  fair  to  poor  air  defense  support,  because  of  inadequate 
communications,  mobility,  and  command-control.  The  NBC  duferse 
platoon  was  too  small,  lacking  the  mobility  and  equipment  to  conduct 
decontamination  operations  as  well  as  it  needed  to.  The  fuel  distri¬ 
bution  system,  co  "fuel _fprward"  in  the  brigade  area,  was  Inadequate. 
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CHART  5  -  DIVISION  RESTRUCTURING  EVALUATION 

C-SERIES  DIVISION 
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CHART  6  -  DIVISION  RESTRUCTURING  EVALUATION 

T-SERIES  DIVISION 
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The  ammunition  transfer  point,  organic  to  the  supply  and  transporta¬ 
tion  battalion  and  transloading  selected  items  of  high  volume  ammu¬ 
nition  from  corps  to  division  unit  vehicles,  proved  capable  of 
receiving  and  issuing  the  specific  ammunition  required;  it  was  a 
viable  concept.  The  fix-forward  idea  encountered  serious  problems 
for  the  maneuver  units  during  the  active  defense,  but  was  judged 
viable. 2 


The  final  part  of  the  DRE  was  still  in  progress  as 
Division  86  was  launched;  this  was  the  extensive  wargaming  and  a 
relative  effectiveness  analysis  of  the  restructured  division  by  CAC 
and  several  of  the  centers  and  schools  during  September  -  December 
1978.  It  pitted  "C-series"  (H-series  division  TOEs  updated  with 
weapons  coming  into  the  force  through  1986)  as  the  base  case  against 
the  DRS  T-series  similarly  updated  and  employed  the  standard  Europe 

II  defense  and  Europe  I,  Sequence  3A  offense  scenarios.  Charts  _S _ 

and  _6 _ depict  these  division  organizations.  Gaming  data  went  to 

the  Logistics  Center,  Academy  of  Health  Sciences,  Administration 
Center,  and  CAC  for  analysis  on  effectiveness,  supportability,  cost, 
and  cost-operational  effectiveness. 

Results  i.r  m  the  DIVWAG  wargame  analyses  indicated  the 
C-series  better  in  the  offense  and  the  T-series  more  effective  in 
the  defense.  The  logistics  suppoi  ability  analyses  rested  on  too 
limited  data  to  be  useful,  but  the  other  analyses  yielded  results. 

The  DIVWAG  data  demonstrated  that  the  medical  battalion  had  to  be 
organic  to  the  division  in  order  to  obtain  smooth  coordination  of 
medical  support  to  the  division.  The  T-series  division  was  signifi¬ 
cantly  more  cost  effective  than  the  C-series  division  in  the  defense. 


2 

Ltr  ATZLCA-FS ,  USACAC  to  distr,  21  Nov  79,  subj:  Final 
Independent  Evaluation  Report  for  the  Division  Restructuring  Evalu¬ 
ation,  w/incl,  Div  Restr  Eval  Independent  Eval  Rept  Brigade  Phase, 
Vol  I  -  Exec  Sum,  Dec  1979;  Vol  II  -  TCATA  Test  Rept  FT  382-F, 
Modified  Tank  Battalion  Eval  (Mod  1  and  2) ,  Oct  1978;  Vol  III  - 
TCATA  Test  Rept  FT  382G,  Ammunition  Transfer  Point.  (ATP),  Sep  1978; 
Vol  JV  -  TCATA  Test  Rept  FT  382H,  Restructured  Direct  Support  Field 
Artillery  Battalion  Eval,  Jun  1979;  Vol  V  -  TCATA  Test  Rept  FT  382A, 
Restr  of  the  Heavy  Div,  Phase  II,  May  1979;  Vol  "I  -  Second  Brigade, 
First  Cavalry  Division,  Final  Rept,  Div  Restr  Study  Brigade  Eval 
(Phase  III:  Organization  Development),  31  Aug  1979. 
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Tabje  7 - 

DIVISION  RESTRUCTURING  EVALUATION 

POTENTIAL  IMPROVEMENTS  TO  THE  H  SERIES  DIVISION 

COMBAT 

4-Unit  Maneuver  Orgn 

ATGM 

Consolidated  Mortars 
Unit  Maint  Co/Btry 
Restructured  Scout  Plt  (Bn) 

COMBAT  SUPPORT 

8-Gun  FA  Btry  (DS) 

Restructured  Engr  Bn 
Consolidated  Stinger  (Redeye) 

COMBAT  SERVICE  SUPPORT 

Ammo  Transfer  Point 
NBC  Company 

Source:  Div  Restr  Eval  Independ  Eval  Rept,  Bde  Phase, 
Vol  I  -  Exec  Sum,  Dec  1979. 


However,  in  the  offensive  games,  the  latter  proved  more  cost 
effective. J 

The  results  of  the  DRE  which  were  either  on  hand  or 
emerging  as  Division  86  launched,  indicated  that  both  the  current 
and  the  restructured  divisions  had  features  that  should  be  considered 
for  incorporation  into  the  objective  heavy  division.  Finally,  an 
additional  DRE  aim,  continued  by  Division  86,  had  been  to  identify 
potential  improvements  to  the  current  H-series  division  for  the 
transition  period.  A  brief  summary  of  these  is  at  Table  7  . 

The  Task  Forces:  Issues  and  Problems 


December  1978  saw  the  project  go  into  its  intensive  develop¬ 
ment  phase.  On  15  December,  the  guidelines  provided  to  CAC  and  the 
task  forces  by  the  directive,  numerous  messages,  the  operational  con¬ 
cept  document,  and  the  GO  I  workshop  proceedings,  were  Issued  by  CAC 
in  the  comprehensive  Division  86  Study  Plan  of  15  December. 4 
Additional  guidelines  with  regard  to  the  human  dimension  were  in¬ 
cluded.  The  special  task  force  for  the  human  dimension  would  assist 
the  other  task  forces  in  development  of  their  organizations  by 
analyzing  MOS  and  grade  scractures,  personnel  procurement  and  train¬ 
ing  implications,  leadership  structure,  unit  cohesiveness,  and  other 
related  aspects  of  human  behavior,  as  well  as  the  implications  of 
around-the-clock  operations  and  the  Increased  stress  expected  to  be 
experienced  on  the  battlefield  of  1986.  The  task  force  was  to  come 
up  with  a  replacement  system  for  the  anticipated  battlefield  inten¬ 
sity.  Another  Division  86  point  of  emphasis  formalized  at  this  time 
was  "redundancy,  robustness,  and  resiliency."  Planners  were  expected 
to  determine  what  personnel  and  equipment  additions  would  enhance 


(1)  Division  Restructuring  Evaluation  DIVWAG  Wargaming  and 
Analysis  Rept,  Vol.  I,  Executive  Summary,  and  Vol.  II,  Cost  Analysis 
and  Cost  Operational  Effectiveness  Analysis,  HQ,  USACAC,  both  Dec 
1979  (Volumes  VII  and  VIII,  respectively,  of  the  DRI  IER  Rept,  Bri¬ 
gade  Phase,  Dec  1979).  (2)  The  detailed  and  classified  analyses  for 

effectiveness  and  supportability  were  produced  in  the  following  two 
documents:  Incl,  ‘'DIVWAG  Support  of  the  Division  Restructuring  Eval¬ 
uation  (DRE)  Division  Level  Analysis,  Dec  1978,"  to  ltr  ATZLCA-FS, 

CAC  to  distr,  1  Mar  79,  same  subject,  and  ltr  ATZLCA-FS,  CAC  to  distr, 
20  Apr  79,  sub j :  Division  Restructuring  Evaluation  (DRE)  Support- 
ability  Analysis,  with  Annex  A,  Logistics  Analysis  (All  CONFIDENTIAL 
—  Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED),  Annex  B,  U.S.A.  Administration  Center, 
and  Annex  C,  Medical  Support  Analysis. 

• 

4 

(1)  Ltr  ATCA-FS,  CAC  to  Cdr  USATRADOC,  15  Dec  78,  sub j : 

Cmbt  Dev  Study  Plan:  Division  86  (Div  86),  w/C-1,  26  Apr  79,  and 
C-2,  25  Sep  79.  (2)  Ltr  ATCD-PD ,  TRADOC  to  distr,  9  Apr  79,  same 
suMect.  aonroved  the  Plan, 
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these  qualities  in  division  organizations,  if  division  size  were  not 
constrained.  The  Division  86  analytical  methodology  was  fully  out¬ 
lined.  Besides  the  analytical  support  by  CAC,  force  structure  trade¬ 
off  analysis,  and  division  wargaming  and  analyses,  a  tactical  nuclear 
analysis  in  coordination  with  Sandia  Laboratories,  Livermore,  would 
be  employed.  TRADOC  also  prepared  and  provided  the  task  forces  a 
decision  analysis  methodology  extending  that  of  the  BDP  further. 

Target  Servicing 

The  overall  responsibility  for  designing  Division  86  lay 
with  the  Division  86  task  force  at  Fort  Leavenworth  directed  by 
General  Thurman  and  managed  day  to  day  by  the  CAC  Study  Project 
Officer,  Colonel  John  Greenway.  But  if  any  of  the  individual  func¬ 
tional  task  forces  that  CAC  directed  could  be  accorded  prime  im¬ 
portance,  it  was  the  target  servicing  task  force,  managed  throughout 
the  year  by  Colonel  Keith  Colson.  The  chief  target  servicing  con¬ 
cerns  were  four  major  organizations  of  Division  86  —  the  tank  and 
mechanized  infantry  battalions,  the  division  reconnaissance  squadron, 
and  the  attack  helicopter  structure  —  together  with  an  important 
side  study,  the  heavy,  or  fixed,  brigade.  Main  participants,  with 
the  Combined  Arms  Combat  Developments  Activity  were  the  Infantry  and 
Armor  Schi  is  and,  in  the  helicopter  deliberations,  the  Aviation 
School. 


I  any  issues  faced  this  task  force  —  the  best  divisional 
mix  of  ano:  and  mechanized  infantry  battalions,  the  idea  of  a 
combined  ar.u.i  battalion,  reexamination  of  the  combat  aviation 
battalion  ?;<■  commended  by  the  major  Aviation  Requirements  for  the 
Combat  Structure  of  the  Army  Study  cf  1976,  flexibility  at  battalion 
versus  flexibility  at  company,  and  whether  battalions  should  have  a 
common  base  to  facilitate  cross  attachment.  Other  essential  issues 
were  dedicated  ATGM  companies,  organic  maintenance  companies,  mortars 
and  smoke  and  illumination,  the  size  of  the  mechanized  infantry  squad 
and  tank  platoon,  and  the  numbers  of  platoons  per  company  and 
companies  per  battalion. ^ 

The  Tank  Battalion.  Working  closely  with  the  Infantry 
School,  the  Armor  School  by  6  January  developed  the  following 
positions  concerning  the  tank  battalion  —  a  4-tank  platoon, 

3-platoon  company,  4-company  battalion  (4-3-4)  of  58  tanks;  no  anti¬ 
tank  guided  missile  company;  a  common  base  for  the  mechanized  and 
tank  battalions;  and  six  107 -mm.  mortars.  Planners  wanted  flexibility 
at  the  battalion  level,  and  thought  that  combined  arms  battalions 
should  be  examined.  Work  on  the  4-3-4  structure  and  concept  continue/1 
through  the  month  and  was  affirmed  by  General  Starry  at  a  Leavenworth 
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Div  86  Operational  Concept,  13  I’-jv  78,  pp.  6  -  10  (CON¬ 
FIDENTIAL  —  Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED) . 


review  on  1  February.  At  the  same  time,  he  directed  the  Infantry 
School  to  add  a  fourth  company  to  the  mechanized  battalion.  CAC 
held  to  Starry's  guidelines  for  the  4-3-4  tank  battalion  organiza¬ 
tion,  but  did  so  at  Level  3  —  the  enhanced  structure  —  while 
sticking  to  a  3-cerapar.v  4-3-3  organization  for  the  main  structure 
under  consideration  —  Level  2.  Though  the  Armor  School  maintained 
vigorous  support  for  the  '-company  4-3-4,  General  Starry  tentatively 
opted  on  12  1-larch  for  the  CAC  position  on  Level  2. 

The  matter  did  not  end  here.  Throughout  March  1979,  the 
TRADGo  Combat  Developments  Analysis  Directorate  studied  intensively 
the  whole  issue  of  tank  and  mechanized  battalion  "mixes"  in  the 
heavy  division.  In  this  analysis,  the  composition  of  the  tank  and 
mech  battalions  —  4-company  (with  maneuver  battalions  reduced  to 
10  to  the  division)  versus  3-company  (13  maneuver  battalions  to  the 
division)  —  was  the  focal  issue.  The  structures  were  examined  for 
their  affordability  and  "cutting  edge"  capability  —  that  is,  tanks 
and  infantry  fighting  vehicles  (IFV)  in  the  companies.  The  tank, 
mechanized,  and  light  infantry  battalions  of  the  12  heavy  divisions 
of  the  F7  1983  programed  force  provided  a  basis  of  study.  Analytical 
factors  were  tank  and  mech  battalion  strengths  and  tank  and  IFV 
totals. 

Analysts  concluded  that  the  4-company  battalion  was  more 
efficient  at  less  cost.  More  tanks  and  combat  vehicles  were  deployed 
for  the  resources  expended.  Battalion  headquarters  were  traded  off 
for  fighting  companies-  At  the  GO  II  workshop  at  Fort  Lee  on  4  April, 
General  Starry  approved  the  increase  in  line  companies  in  the  tank 
battalion  to  4,  along  with  a  maintenance  company  and  a  headquarters 
company.  Divisional  maneuver  battalias  were  set  at  10.  The  4-company 
decision,  applicable  to  the  mechanized  battalion  as  well,  was  one  of 
th,?.  most  significant  of  the  Division  86  project.6 
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(1)  Analysis  of  Tank 
21  Mar  79  (CONFIDENTIAL  - 
5  Apr  1979  (GO  II). 


and  Mech  Battalion  Mixes,  ODCSCD  Anl 
~  Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED).  (2)  MFR 


* 


The  Mechanized  Infantry  Battalion.  On  11  December,  CAC 
gave  the  Infantry  School  specific  guidance  to  put  together  a  mecha¬ 
nized  battalion  of  816  men  having  a  common  base  with  the  tank  bat¬ 
talion  and  to  study  the  value  of  a  battalion  maintenance  company. 

The  Infantry  School's  first  proffering  was  an  843-man,  9-man  squad, 
4-squad  4-3-3  battalion  having  a  headquarters  and  headquarters 
company  (HHC)  and  a  combat  support  company  with  improved  TOW  vehicles, 
107-mm.  mortars,  and  cavalry  fighting  vehicles,  in  addition  to  its 
3  line  companies.  Adding  the  fourth  squad  offset  the  reduction  from 
the  H-series  11-man  squad.  The  structure  was  clearly  out  of  symmetry 
with  the  4-3-4  tank  battalion  with  organic  maintenance  company  when 
both  battalions  were  reviewed  at  Fort  Leavenworth  on  12  January. 

The  task  force  presented  a  4-3-3  structure  to  General  Starry  at  the 
1  February  Leavenworth  meeting  with  a  battalion  maintenance  company 
added,  the  combat  support  company  deleted,  and  the  heavy  mortars 
and  Improved  TOW  vehicles  moved  to  the  headquarters  and  headquarters 
company.  Starry  at  this  point  insisted  on  the  same  number  of  line 
companies  —  4  —  for  both  mechanized  and  armor  battalions.  In  late 
February,  he  directed  that  mortars  for  both  battalions  be  limited  to 
the  107-mm. 


For  the  Level  2  mechanized  battalion,  CAC  continued  to 
find  4  companies  too  costly  and  carried  the  structure  as  a  Level 

3  version.  In  the  meantime,  efforts  to  reduce  or  consolidate 
mortars  were  soon  observed  to  run  counter  to  established  need  and 
to  TRADOC's  doctrinal  emphasis  on  smoke.  At  the  next  important 
review,  on  12  March,  the  fourth  company  issue  was  still  problematic. 
The  former  TRADOC  conmander,  General  DePuy,  attended  this  meeting 
with  General  Starry  and  suggested  that  the  mechanized  battalion 
should  include  a  12-TOW  ATGM  company  —  a  Division  Restructuring 
Study  idea.  On  19  March,  TRADOC  Incorporated  this  suggestion  into 
new  guidance  for  the  mechanized  battalion  —  now  cut  to  3  squads 
per  platoon,  with  the  TOW  company  added  along  with  a  maintenance 
company.  All  mortars  were  dropped  from  the  line  companies;  six 
107-mm.  heavy  mortars  were  placed  in  the  headquarters  and  head¬ 
quarters  company.  This  organization,  with  Its  4  line  companies, 
came  out  of  TRADOC's  March  analysis  described  in  the  preceding 
pages.  Planners  presented  the  organization  at  the  GO  II  workshop, 
where  Geperal  Starry  approved  it  along  with  the  4-company  tank 
battalion  following  extensive  discussions  at  a  night  session  on 

4  April.  Starry,  whose  staff  had  examined  the  historical  precedent, 
uditlonally  argued  that  from  the  post-World  War  II  period  to  1962, 

the  tank  battalion  had  had  4  line  companies  and  that  the  change- 
ove.  -o  3  came  only  when  the  ROAD  reorganizations  imposed  a  uniform 
3  on  both  armor  and  infantry  battalions.  By  early  April,  then,  the 
Level  2  mechanized  infantry  battalion  had  been  established  as  a 
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4-company  3-3-4  organization  with  HHC,  ATGM  company,  and  mainte¬ 
nance  company,  totaling  895  men. 7 

Division  Reconnaissance  Squadron.  In  late  December,  Armor 
and  Infantry  School  members  of  the  target  servicing  tas!*  "orce  de¬ 
veloped  a  3-troop,  687-man  armored  reconnaissance  squadron  of  some 
complexity,  with  a  complement  of  36  XM1  tanks  and  50  cavalry  fight¬ 
ing  vehicles.  Briefed  on  1  February  1979.  General  Starry  questioned 
the  justification  for  the  emphasis  this  organization  gave  to  tanks. 

The  make-up  of  the  squadron  continued  in  question  through  March. 

At  the  GO  II  workshop,  the  TRnDOC  commander  directed  further  exami¬ 
nation  of  what  he  thought  was  the  too-large  9-vehicle  platoon. 

Bound  up  with  other  issues,  the  reconnaissance  squadron  concept  and 
structure  remained  unresolved  until  late  in  the  year.  * 

Air  Cavalry  Attack  Brigade.  Harnessing  the  tremendous 
combat  potential  of  attack  helicopters  was  one  of  the  most  diffi¬ 
cult  structuring  tasks  of  Division  86.  In  June  1978,  the  Armor 
School  had  recommended  an  entirely  new  organization  —  the  air  cavalry 
attack  troop  (ACAT) .  In  October,  General  Starry  directed  Division 
86  planners  consider  tvo  ACATs  in  place  of  attack  helicopter  companies 
and  an  armored  cavalry  troop.  Further  work  by  the  task  force  avia¬ 
tion  and  armor  members  through  December  elevated  the  ACATs  to  squad¬ 
rons  (ACASs)  and  added  a  combat  support  aviation  battalion  (CSAB) 
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as  the  elements  of  the  ACAB.  By  February  1979,  the  Armor  School, 
in  coordination  with  the  Aviation  School,  had  developed  a  Level  2 
air  cavalry  attack  brigade  of  a  HHC,  CSAB,  and  3  ACASs,  numbering 
193  aircraft  and  1,464  personnel.  On  15  February,  CAC  Imposed  a 
1,254-man  ceiling  on  the  Level  2  ACAB,  and  scaling  down  began. 

Task  force  planners  reduced  the  squadrons  to  2  and  *r._  aircralu  to 
157,  (while  setting  the  ratio  of  scout  to  attack  helicopters  in 
each  troop  to  5:%)  together  with  other  changes. 

In  early  March,  General  Woodmansee  submitted  a  112-aircraft 
counterproposal,  as  the  task  force  continued  working  with  its  ACAB, 
now  at  about  153  aircraft,  i,40H  personnel,  and  incorporating  a 
special  electronic  mission  aircraft  (SEMA)  company.  The  next  months 
would  see  independent  dpvelcvte.rc  of  both  proposals.  A  decision 
was  made  .it  the  April  GO  II  vo.v-shop  for  an  ACAB  with  HHC,  CSAB, 
and  2  ACASs  (each  with  4  AOATs  of  5  scout  and  6  attack  craft  each), 
but  more  work  on  this  costly  organization  lay  ahead. 9 

Count p r f Ire  and  Interdiction 


The  Division  86  organizations  for  counter? 1*1  sud  inter¬ 
diction,  both  field  artillery  tastes,  were  the  responsibility  of  the 
Field  Artillery  School  commandant,  Maj.  Gen.  Jack  Merritt.  Colonel 
Wilson  A.  Shoffner  headed  a  combined  cask  force  for  both  tasks.  The 
organizations  in  question  were  the  division  artillery  (DIVARTY) 
headquarters  and  headquarters  battery,  direct  support  and  general 
support  field  artillery  battalions,  and  the  target  acquisition 
battery.  DRS  and  DRE  points  of  departure  were  a  direct  support 
artillery  battalion  supporting  each  brigade;  an  8-gun  battery;  a 
fire  support  team  for  each  maneuver  company  supported;  a  general 
support  battalion  devoted  primarily  to  counteifire,  interdiction, 
and  air  defense  suppression;  the  essentiality  of  a  TACFIRE  system; 
and  a  cl*..-.  I ’•"leant  role  for  the  general  support  rocket  system  (GSRS). 
Am  noted  earlier,  interdiction  of  the  second  echelon  vas  of  focal 
Interest.  Field  artillery  had  significant  target  servicing  reapon- 
sibilties,  and  any  field  artillery  organizational  concept  would  have 
to  facilitate  flexible  distribution  of  fires  for  all  four  —  target 
servicing,  iuterai/.’ cion,  counterfire,  aud  suppression  of  enemy  air 
defense  functions.  An  additional  issue  was  the  roia  of  Army  heli¬ 
copters  and  Air  Force  aircraft  in  suppressing  enemy  air  defense. 

The  initial  ceiling  for  the  division’s  field  artillery  component 
was  3,276  for  Level  2,  with  400  on  either  side  of  this  figure  for 
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Levels  1  and  3.  The  Tactical  Nuclear  ar.d  the  Intelligence,  Sur¬ 
veillance,  Target  Acquisition  (ISTA)  Studies,  which  would  bear 
importantly  on  field  artillery  organizations  and  concepts,  vere 
undertaken  a;  the  Field  Artillery  School  as  the  task  force  began 
operations. 

By  early  February,  the  field  artillery  task  force  had 
prepared  a  Level  2  DIVARTY.  At  this  time,  the  concepts  of  a  semi- 
independent  or  "fixed"  brigade^  with  major  implications  for  fire 
support,  was  entering  the  planning  picture.  During  February,  the 
task  force  also  worked  with  the  Braddock.  L'unn,  and  McDonald  Corpo¬ 
ration  to  ex  ire  the  interdiction  task.  General  Starry  received 
briefings  on  ISTA  at  Fort  Sill,  12  -  13  March,  and  unsuitable  ISTA 
systems  were  eliminated.  The  TRADOC  commander  directed  study  of 
the  standoff  target  acquisition  system  (SOTAS)  aircraft  as  an  ISTA 
Interdiction  tool;  the  SOTAS  continued  long  as  a  significant  issue. 

By  mid-March,  task  force  planners  were  working  with  a  Level  2 
organization  of  3.296,  they  sent  CAC  automated  unit  reference  sheets 
for  all  3  levels.^ 

The  GO  II  workshop  saw  considerable  field  artillery  activity. 
Both  the  tactical  nuclear  and  ISTA  concepts  were  presented,  as  were 
the  concept  for  the  SOTAS  within  DIVARTY  and  the  BDM  concept  for 
interdicting  second  echelons.  These  developments  moved  General 
Starry  to  direct  the  task  force  to  "lay  out  field  artillery  from 
front  to  rear"  —  from  the  forward  edge  of  fhe  battle  area  to  the 
corps  rear  boundary.  He  wanted  a  detailed  breakout  of  the  total 
Army  field  artillery  force  and  determination  of  the  force's  needs 
for  target  servicing  by  indirect  fire,  counterrirc,  and  battlefield 
interdiction,  together  with  force  shortfalls.  General  Starry  also 
wanted  a  division  target  acquisition  battalion,  not  battery,  in 
order  to  meet  DIVARTY'.a  increased  tasks  and  capabilities.  A  re- 
evaluation  of  artillery  ammunition  requirements  was  needed.  The 
Division  86  DIVARTY  also  remained  unresolved. 12 

Air  Defense 


Operations  of  Maj.  Gen.  John  Koehler's  a.i  defense  task 
force  at  Fort  Bliss  get  underway  under  the  management  of  Colonel 
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Anthony  Adessa  of  the  Directorate  of  Combat  Developments  and 
Colonel  Robert  P.  Woods  of  that  directorate  who  was  tasked  with 
supervisory  responsibility  for  the  effort.  The  task,  force  started 
from  the  assumption  of  a  2-battalion  structure  — -  a  DIVA.D  gun 
battalion  for  the  air  battle  in  the  forward  area  and  a  t  iort  range 
air  defense  (SHORAD)  missile  battalion  for  the  air  battle  in  the 
division  rear.  By  concept,  the  air  defense  weapons  of  the  two 
could  be  flexibly  mixed,  as  required.  The  STINGER  man-portable 
air  defense  system,  greatly  improved  ever  the  current  REDEYE,  was 
a  potent  new  weapon  requiring  a  consolidated  organization  and  in¬ 
tegration  with  the  SHORAD  force.  Searing  on  the  air  defense  opera¬ 
tional  and  organizational  concept  were  the  mass  and  tactics  of  the 
enemy  air  threat,  the  U.S.  aerial  contribution  (including  helicop¬ 
ters)  to  the  division's  air  defense,  target  acquisition  capabilities, 
and  the  air  defense  command-control-comaunicationa  system  and  Its 
integration  with  corps  air  defense.^ 

Consolidation  of  the  division's  STINGER  personnel  in  the 
air  defense  organization  necessitated  withdrawal  of  these  spaces 
from  their  initial  placement  in  target  servicing  and  suppression/ 
counterfire  -  interdiction.  As  a  result,  CAC  Issued  in  early 
December  new  constraint  figures  of  847  for  the  Level  2  organization, 
with  a  factor  of  100  on  either  side  for  Level  1  and  3  planning. 

Planners  chose  the  Improved  Chaparral  as  the  SHORAD  system  best  _ 

suited  for  Division  86;  it  was  Che  most  cost  effective.  Analysis-  of 
organizational  variants  turned  primarily  on  firepower  and  respon¬ 
siveness. 


The  task  force  felt  that  the  requirement  of  fighting  two 
different  air  battles,  forward  and  rear,  exceeded  the  reasonable 
span  of  control  of  a  single  air  defense  commander.  Accordingly, 
the  "DIVADA"  concept,  baaed  on  a  forward  gun-organization  and  rear¬ 
ward  missile  organization  was  designed.  This  structure  would  elimi¬ 
nate  duplication  of  functions  common  to  both  organizations  and  would 
obviate  an  unwieldy  alternative  of  two  air  defense  commanders  report¬ 
ing  to  the  division  conmander.  Additionally,  it  could  best  integrate 
non-divisional  air  defense  elements  into  the  division  air  defense. 

The  DIVADA  organization  was  not  without  its  costs,  and  the 
task  force  went  through  a  host  of  organizational  concepts  and  weapon 
mixes.  From  the  analyses,  planners  settled  on  a  smaller  organiza¬ 
tion  for  Level  2.  This  was  an  847-man  ADA  battalion  of  36  DIVAD 
guns,  12  Chaparrals,  and  77  STINGER  teams  in  3  gun/ STINGER  batteries, 
1  Chaparral/STINGER  battery,  and  a  headquarters  and  headquarters 

battery  with  liaison  and  integrating  responsibilities.  The  gun/ _ 

STINGER  batteries  woulJ  *»e  habitually  associated  with  the  3  brigades. 
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providing  each  wich  12  guns  and  21  STEIGER  teams  to  fight  as  part 
of  the  integrated  combined  arms  team.  The  Cheparral/STINGER 
battery  would  render  general  rapport  to  the  division  and  protect 
such  critical  assets  as  ammunition  supply  points,  field  artillery, 
and  the  DIi»COM.  Planners  chose  the  '16:12  gun-missile  rt.tio  for  the 
habitual  association  factor  and  as  the  boat  organization  ure'er  the 
847-space  constraint.  But  the  Level  2  organization's  serious  short¬ 
comings  were  r-cognized  —  too  great  a  span  of  control,  inability 
to  field  tne  STINGER  1  to  1  to  support  the  separate  sections  of  the 
155-mm.  batteries,  the  STINGER  teams'  Inadequate  mobility  and  pro¬ 
tection  ir.  the  *t-ton  jeep,  and  the  thinness  of  the  12-Chaparral 
rear  battery. 

The  weakness  of  the  Level  2  air  defense  organization  placed 
added  importance  on  the  design  of  Level  3.  Here,  the  task  force 
concentrated  on  the  most  serious  air  defense  weakness  —  the  thinness 
of  rear  firepower  —  and  presented  at  the  uG  II  workshop  a  DIVADA 
organization  to  correct  the  weakness.  This  divided  structure  con¬ 
sisted  of  a  ftarfallon  headquarters,  a  S’-n-/ STEIGER  battalion  with 
3  gun/STINGLR  h  \f.t erics,  end  2  Chaparral /STINGER  batteries.  It 
added  12  Chaparrals  to  the  Lavel  2  array. 

Neither  of  the  two  air  defense  organizations  just  described 
solved  the  problem  of  sufficient  firepower,  both  forward  and  rear, 
end  span  or  control  over  both  air  battles,  l'hr  tuwlt  force  therefore 
developed  another,  larger  DIVADA  organization,  paralleling  the  Level 
3  organization  in  armament,  but  with  2  separate  battalions  and  a 
headquarters  and  headquarters  battery  consolidating  many  functions 
of  the  2  battalions. 

All  the  orgenizaCions  were  briefed  at  the  4-5  April  GO 
II  workshop  at  Fort  Lee.  The  task  fores  recuuxaended  the  large  DIVADA 
as  the  Level  3  organization,  though  it  was  over  the  personnel  celling. 
Cost-benefit  anslyses  demonstrated  the  benefit  of  the  gun-heavy 
weapons  mix  and  STINGER  organizational  concepts.  The  STINGER's  poor 
mobility  and  survivability  remained  unresolved.  In  summary,  con¬ 
tinuing  problems  of  air  defense  precluded  early  decisions.1 

Lottiaticai  Support  and  Keconsitution 

Shaping  the  logistics  component  ct  the  new  heavy  division 
was  the  responsibility  of  the  Logistics  Center  commander,  Maj.  Gen. 
Homer  D.  Smith,  the  logistical  support  avd  teconntitutlon  task  force 
leader.  Supervision  of  the  task  forcr  was  delegated  to  Colonel  Kaye 
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Kause.  The  initial  personnel  ceiling  for  the  DISCOM  organizations 
was  set  at  2,300;  functions  included  the  logistical  support  of  the 
central  battle  and  the  reconstitution  task  of  force  generation. 
Organizations  of  concern  were  DISCOM  headquarters;  the  medical, 
maintenance,  and  supply  and  transportation  battalions;  the  personnel 
administration  and  finance  companies;  and  the  materiel  management 
center. 


The  work  of  the  logistics  support  -  reconstitution  task 
force  underlined  the  rule  that  a  function  could  not  be  reduced  to 
division  organizational  entities  without  a  full  grasp  of  the  corre¬ 
sponding  corps  function.  The  li  gistics  split-out  —  which  respon¬ 
sibilities  were  corps'  and  whir.!,  were  division's  —  had  been  con¬ 
troversial  under  the  DRS,  and  this  continued  in  Division  86.  In 
addition,  the  general  factors  of  consumption,  expenditure,  and 
attrition  bore  directly  on  the  question  of  logistical  organization. 
Every  major  change  ir.  fighting  organizations  required  readjusting 
support  organintions.  Forward  maintenance  and  support  imposed 
special  demands.  Critical  ltens  of  resupply  following  Intense  and 
continuous  combat,  rapid  identification  of  replenishment  needs, 
"redundancies"  within  division  and  corps  with  which  to  reconstitute 
depleted  units,  were  among  major  considerations  of  reconrtitution 
bearing  on  the  organizational  question  of  combat  service  support. IS 

Working  with  the  associated  Logistics  Center  schools  — 
Quartermaster,  Transportation,  Missile  and  Munitions,  and  Chemical 
and  Ordnance  —  the  teak  force  held  a  workshop  31  January  -  2  Feb¬ 
ruary  1979  at  Fort  Lee  to  review  initial  organizational  and  opera¬ 
tional  concepts.  The  task  force  concentrated  on  factors  affecting 
personnel  and  weapon  replacement  and  the  critical  responsibility  to 
arm,  fix,  and  fuel.  Planners  worked  with  the  following  figures  for 
the  Level  2  organizations: 

Division  Support  Consaand  Headquarters 


and  Headquarters  Company  112 
Division  Materiel  Management  Center  155 
Adjutant  General  Company  281 
Finance  Company  91 
Medical  Battalion  400 
Supply-Transportation  Battalion  417 
Maintenance  Battalion  1,259 


Division  Support  Command  Total  2,715 
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The  figures  exceeded  considerably  the  initial  guidance  for  Level  2, 
and  would  rise  higher.  Levels  1  and  3  were  at  minus  and  plus  400 
spaces,  respectively. ^6  in  late  January,  the  Logistics  Center 
developed  detailed  logistics  planning  factors  for  all  the  Division 
86  organizations.  CAC  published  these  as  part  of  the  Division  86 
study  plan.  Trade-off  analysis  factors  were  included.  The  logis¬ 
tics  planning  factors  covered  four  levels  of  combat  intensity  — 
intense  defense,  light  defense,  delay,  and  attack.^ 

During  February,  the  logistical  support  -  reconstitution 
task  force  developed  the  Level  2  organizations.  It  wa  apparent  at 
this  time  that  the  strength  ceiling  for  the  supply  and  transportation 
battalion  was  insufficient  to  meet  the  anticipated  workload  of  the 
transportation  motor  transport  company.  In  the  meantime,  a  contract 
was  awarded  to  the  BDM  Corporation  for  study  of  reconstitution.  The 
schools,  together  with  the  Administration  Center  and  the  Academy  of 
Health  Sciences,  worked  on  the  organizations  througn  March,  making 
use  of  the  Division  Logistics  Organization  Study  of  1976  that  had 
considered  eleven  variations  of  division  support  organization.  The 
task  force  favored  a  modified  DISCOM.  Except  as  part  of  the  fixed 
brigade  concept,  planners  rejected  brigade-organic  or  dedicated 
composite  support  battalions  because  they  would  inhibit  flexible 
tailoring  and  add  to  maintenance  and  personnel  problems.  By 
mid-March,  task  force  planners  concluded  that  500  additional  spaces 
above  the  2,715  figure  would  be  required  for  the  DISCOM  to  support 

Division  86.18 

Semantic  problems  also  arose.  On  12  March,  the  Logistics 
Center  reported  that  the  aubtasks  of  reconstitution  initially 
developed  did  not  In  themselves  accomplish  what  was  defined  as  re¬ 
constitution.  Hence,  the  central  battle  task  of  logistics  support 
was  renamed  “battle  support."  The  force  generation  task  of  recon¬ 
stitution  was  changed  to  encompass  two  subtasks  —  sustaining 
support  and  unit  regeneration. 

The  modified  DISCOM  presented  at  the  GO  II  workshop  was 
not  yet  fully  defined.  A  host  of  analyses  were  underway  —  in 
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transportation,  ammunition  and  POL  resupply,  maintenance,  medical 
evacuation,  damaged  materiel  recovery,  and  other  subjects.  The 
current  maintenance  organization  was  essentially  retained  —  the 
forward  support  companies  of  the  maintenance  battalion  supported 
Che  brigades,  :md  teams  from  these  companies  could  augment  the 
organic  maintenance  companies  of  the  maneuver  battalions.  The 
adjutant  general  and  finance  companies  were  modified  to  provide 
for  formation  of  four  administrative  contact  teams  working  as  far 
forward  as  possible;  the  personnel  administration  center  was  divided 
into  a  forward  and  raar  element.  A  company  of  the  medical  battalion 
supported  each  brigade.  Within  the  supply  and  transport*: 'ion 
battalion,  maintenance  was  consolidated  within  the  battalion's  head¬ 
quarters  and  headquarters  company,  the  supply  and  service  c.omsany 
would  allow  for  additional  ammunition  transfer  points,  and  a  new 
petroleum  supply  company  would  support  the  signif icaot  increase 
expected  in  POL  consumption.^ 

Command-Con trol-Conmwn lea t ions  -  Electronic  Warfare 


Division  C3  was  a  critical  task  of  both  the  central  battle 
and  force  generation  in  Division  86  and  was,  with  the  former,  united 
with  electronic  warfare  (£W).  The  deputy  commander  at  CACDA,  Maj. 
Gen.  Fred  K.  Mahaffey,  directed  the  combined  C3  -  C3/EW  task  force 
at  Fort  Leavenworth,  with  day-to-day  supervision  In  tne  hands  of 
Colonel  Wayne  Knudson.  Organizations  of  C3/EW  concern  were  the 
headquarters  and  headquarters  companies  of  division  and  brigade, 
the  signal  battalion,  and  the  military  police  company,  with  a  com¬ 
bined  initial  ceiling  at  Level  2  of  1,200  irsonnel.  How  should 
these  elements  of  the  division's  C3  system  be  constructed  to  best 
provide  command-control?  As  noted  before,  the  command  function  and 
operational  concept  of  C3  was  pegged  on  a  view  of  the  division 
commander's  "effective  battle  management."  Thus,  the  challenge  was 
far  more  than  establishment  of  efficient  organization?!  units  and 
lines  of  communication.  Viewing  battle  in  terms  of  critical  func¬ 
tional  tasks  meant  the  identification  of  all  relationships  between 
the  functions  and  the  division  organizations  that  carried  thet  out. 
The  Division  86  operational  concept  depicted  C3  as  something  like  c 
master  system  through  which  the  other  critical  tasks  of  the  central 
battle  and  force  generation  were  executed. ^0  Seven  major  funct.  -mal 
areas  of  C3/EW  with  subfunctions  were  defined  and  applied  acrosL  the 


19 

LOGC  Briefing  presented  to  4  -  5  Apr  79  Gen  Officers  Work¬ 
shop, 

20 

Div  86  Operational  Concept,  13  Nov  78,  pp.  6-43  to  6-  46 
(CONFIDENTIAL  --  Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED). 


59 


casks  as  a  means  Co  develop  cbe  essential  quescions  and  issues  of 
each  so  chaC  Che  mosc  effeccive  C3  organizations  could  be  assembled. 

The  concepc  for  C3  developed  by  Che  Cask  force  was  builc 
around  Che  roles  of  Che  CacCical,  main,  and  rear  command  poses  in 
che  execucion  of  cricical  casks.  C3  for  Che  cencral  baccle  was 
exercised  from  a  CacCical  command  pose  well  forward  in  Che  main 
baccle  area.  Small,  ac  51  personnel,  and  mounced  in  armored  vehicles 
wich  a  duplicaCe  sec  of  communicaCions,  ic  enabled  Che  commander  co 
concrol  Che  cencral  baccle  effeccively  while  scaying  mobile. 

The  locus  oJ  ceucral  baccle  planning  and  force  generacion 
Casks  cricical  Co  C  1  cencral  baccle  was  Che  181-man  division  main 
command  pose.  This  pose  was  deemed  besc  suited  for  figheing  Che 
second  echelon  baccle,  as  well.  Elemencs  responsible  for  planning, 
coordinacing,  and  implemencing  force  generation-related  casks  were 
ac  Che  207-man  division  rear  command  post  located  in  Che  division 
support  area.  At  the  brigade  level,  central  battle  planning  was 
carried  out  at  Che  brigade  command  post. 

The  Level  2  division  headquarters  and  headquarters  company 
constraint  was  180  (che  division  command  posts  strengths  included 
elemencs  also  from  other  division  organizations).  The  Cask  force 
worked  initially  with  a  C-series  structure  of  185.  The  HHC  of  che 
brigade  was  planned  at  106,  afeer  an  organic  rifle  platoon  and  other 
small  elements  originally  considered  were  eliminated. 

The  signal  battalion  remained  similar  to  the  current  organi¬ 
zation.  Planners  began  with  a  figure  of  703  personnel,  but  analysis 
identified  significant  capabilities  for  augmentation  in  several 
comnand  systems  —  TOS,  PLRS/JTIDS,21  and  tactical  satellite  systems 
—  and  an  adjusted  figure  of  727  was  presented  at  the  GO  II  workshop 
in  April  1979.  The  196-man  division  MP  company  had  missions  of 
manning  circulation  control  points,  security  posts  for  enemy  prisoner 
of  war  collection  and  temporary  confinement,  and  security  patrols 
along  main  supply  routes.  2 


21 

TOS:  Tactical  operations  system;  PLRS/JTIDS:  Joint 
tactical  information  distribution  system. 
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C3  -  C3/EW  Task  Force  Briefing,  General  Officer  II 
Conference,  Ft  Lee,  Va. ,  Apr  79, 
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Surveillance  -  Fusion 


At  the  Intelligence  Center  and  School  at  Fort  Huachuca, 
the  surveillance  -  fusion  task  force  was  directed  by  Brig.  Gen. 

A.  N.  Jtubblebine,  who  on  2  July  1979,  was  succeeded  by  Brig.  Gen. 
James  A.  Teal,  Jr.  as  school  commandant  and  task  force  director. 
Responsibilities  were  delegated  to  a  Division  86  team  supervised 
by  Colonel  William  P.  Del  Vecchio.  Surveillance  -  fusion  was  the 
function  of  the  combat  electronic  warfare  -  intelligence  battalion, 
which  initially  was  set  at  a  ceiling  of  550  spaces.  Proper  distri¬ 
bution  of  the  division's  surveillance,  electronic  warfare,  and  in¬ 
telligence  equipment  and  units  to  support  the  various  aud  competing 
demands  of  target  servicing,  suppress ion-counterf ire,  and  interdic¬ 
tion  was  the  organizational  question  on  which  the  roles  of  the 
cavalry  squadron,  scout  platoon,  and  target  acquisition  organization 
also  bore.  The  task  force  saw  surveillance  -  fusion  as  related  to 
both  force  generation  and  the  central  battle. 

Very  difficult  operational  issues  faced  the  task  force. 

A  basic  issue,  repeated  in  many  variants,  was  that  control  existed 
on  two  levels  for  many  individual  intelligence,  surveillance,  and 
target  acquisition  (XSTA)  systems  in  the  division.  The  division 
unit  dependent  upon  a  system  needed  to  control  that  system,  but  so 
too  did  the  division  commander  need  to  control,  or  at  least  coordi¬ 
nate,  all  significant  elements  of  the  ISTA  array.  Thus,  organiza¬ 
tional  placement  of  the  standoff  target  acquisition  system,  or  SOTAS, 
aircraft  was  critical  to  the  determination  of  links  with  such  equip¬ 
ment  as  the  TACFIRE  and  the  all-source  analysis  center.  Who  should 
command  electronic  warfare  systems?  At  what  organizational  levels 
were  various  jamming  decisions  most  efficiently  made?  What  were 
the  intelligence  requirements  for  each  of  the  central  battle  and 
force  generation  tasks  and  their  organizational  elements?  Disparate 
needs  were  parts  of  larger  needs.  At  the  heart  of  the  organizational 
problem  was  the  rationalizing  of  control  —  too  much,  too  little; 
vertical  versus  horizontal.  Fusion  Implied  that  a  coherent 
surveillance  -  fusion  concept  and  entity  could  be  assembled.  The 
task  force  faced  a  classic  system  building  challenge. 

The  task  force  discarded  a  "decision  tree"  scheme  limited  to 
the  force  generation  function  for  the  functional  analysis  of  sur¬ 
veillance  -  fusion  organizations  provided  by  Decision  Design,  In¬ 
corporated.  The  task  force  worked  instead  with  a  model  addressing 
the  central  battle  function  as  well.  The  model  became  part  of  the 
Division  86  "Blueprint  of  the  Battlefield"  document  which  TRADOC 


61 


Table  8 


SURVEILLANCE  -  FUSION  CAPABILITIES 


•  Centralized  command  and  control  of  assigned  and  attached 
intelligence,  electronic  warfare,  and  operations  security 
suDDort  assets  including  the  special  electronics  mission 
aircraft  (SEMA). 

•  Direct  and  general  support  battlefield  collection  through 
hunwn  intelligence  (counterintelligence  and  interrogation), 
electromagnetic  (ground  electronic  support  measures  (ESM)) 
and  signal  intelligence  (comaunicar'ons  intelligence  and 
electronic  intelligence),  ground  surveillance  (radars  and 
remote  sensors),  ground  stations  for  moving  target  indi¬ 
cation  data  from  SOTAS  aircraft. 

•  Electronic  countermeasures  (jamming  and  deception). 

•  A  surveillance  -  fusion  brigade  tactical  operations  center 
support  'lement  to  each  brigade. 

•  A  computer  assisted  all-source  analysis  center  (ASAC)  for 
integrated  management  of  organic  assessment,  processing 
and  dissemination,  operations  security  planning  and 
analysis,  and  links  to  other  ASACs  and  with  the  division 
tactical  operations  center. 

•  Operations  security  support. 

•  Weather  support  through  the  U.S.  Air  Force  weather  team 
supporting  the  division. 

Terrain  data  through  the  terrain  analysis  team  supporting 
"he  division  from  echelons  above  corps. 


Source:  First  Inte.  *  kept,  Div  86  -  Surveillance/Fusion  Task 
Force  Historical  Rept,  31  Oct  79,  Vol  I  -  Exec  Sum, 
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provided  to  all  the  task  forces  in  April  as  an  analytical  tool. 

In  the  final  version, '  surveillance  -  fusion  was  seen  a*  operating 
at  depth  bands  up  to  200  kilometers  beyond  the  forward  edge  of  the 
battle  area.  Major  subtasks  were  recast  as  intelligence  prepara¬ 
tion  of  the  battlefield,  target  acquisition,  situation  assessment, 
and  operations  security  support. 

As  the  task  force  set  about-  developing  organizational  and 
operational  concepts,  planners  concentrated  or  .amy  "critical  nodes" 
and  on  a  means  to  correlate  input  from  sensing  and  collecting  equip¬ 
ment.  A  basic  requirement  was  to  identify  command  needs  to  get  in¬ 
formation  to  its  users  and  to  receive  information  from  echelons  above 
division.  The  task  force  sought  a  balance  in  its  organizational 
concept  among  information  collection,  processing,  and  disaernii^tion. 

Guidance  received  from  the  Division  86  task  force  at  Fort 
Lt  vrenworth  resulted  in  raising  the  CEWI  battalion  ceiling  from  550 
to  728.  On  30  January,  the  surveillance  -  fusion  task  force  sub¬ 
mitted  a  Level  2  battalion  structure  of  728  and  5  companies  —  head¬ 
quarters  and  operations,  direct  support,  general  support,  service 
support,  and  aviation.  This  organization  encompassed  the  whole 
spectrum  of  surveillance  -  fusion  tasks  listed  at  Table  8  .  How¬ 
ever,  on  12  March,  Division  86  planners  directed  the  task  force  to 
transfer  the  special  electronics  mission  aircraft  (SEMA)  company 
to  the  air  cavalry  attack  brigade;  the  surveillance  -  fusion 
battalion  retained  operational  control  of  the  SEMA  company  through 
the  all-source  analysis  center.  This  change  eliminated  one  company 
from  the  battalion  and  reduced  its  strength  to  595.  Other  changes 
followed  the  same  month.  0a  19  March,  General  Starry  Issued  guidance 
to  transfer  operational  control  of  the  SOTAS  to  DIVARTY  and  to  re¬ 
tain  ground  surveillance  radars  in  the  battalion  for  the  time  being. ^ 

Force  Mobility  ~~ 

Under  the  Engineer  School  commandant,  Maj.  Gen.  James  L. 
Kelly,  the  force  mobility  task  force  had  responsibility  for  three  majo 
projects  —  the  engineer  battalion,  the  nuclear-biological-chemical 
(NBC)  company,  and  a  division  unit  for  smoke  operations.  This  task 
force  was  managed  by  Colonel  Henry  J.  Hatch,  aided  by  Lt.  Col.  Frank 
Vinci  of  the  Engineer  School  Combat  Developments  Directorate. 

Initial  personnel  allotments  for  the  force  mobility  organizations 
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Div  86  Blueprint  of  the  Battlefield,  HQ  YRADOC,  April  1979. 
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(1)  First  Interim  Rept,  Div  86  -  Surveillance/Fusion  Task 
Force  Historical  Rept,  31  Oct  79,  five  volumes.  Vol  I  -  Exec  Sum 
(2)  Msg  191530Z  Mar  79,  Cdr  TRADOC  to  distr,  subj :  Div  86  G.O. 
Workshop  II, 


were  1,000.  As  with  other  support  aspects  of  Division  86,  support 
forward  was  emphasized.  Advanced  equipment  was  a  determining  fac¬ 
tor,  in  particular  the  family  of  scatterable  mines  (FASCAM).  The 
Army's  neglect  of  the  NBC  spectrum  in  the  preceding  decade,  coupled 
with  the  evident  readiness  of  the  enemy  to  use  these  agents,  con¬ 
centrated  special  attentii  n  on  the  NBC  company. 

Engineer  Battalion.  The  starting  point  for  the  Division 
86  engineer  battalion  was  a  983-man  battalion  proposed  by  the  Engi¬ 
neer  School's  Revised  Engineer  Active  Force  (REAF)  Study.  Analysis 
was  aided  by  the  Engineer  Family  of  Systems  Study,  the  FASCAM  Study 
and  CDEC  experimentation  confirming  the  high  effectiveness  of 
scatterable  mines,  and  the  SCORES  process.  As  the  task  force  sorted 
out  operational  and  organizational  concepts  through  March  1979,  it 
modified  the  REAF  battalion  to  a  structure  of  988,  about  30  spaces 
over  the  Level  2  constraint.  Levels  1  and  3  were  developed  at  91 
spaces  fewer  and  more,  respectively.  Guidance  issued  in  earlv  1979 
consolidated  all  armored  vehicle,  launched  bridges  (AVLBs)  in  the 
engineer  battalion,  raising  their  number  to  24  and  the  strength  of 
the  Level  2  battalion  to  1,053.  It  consisted  at  this  point  of  a 
headquarters  and  headquarters  company  (159),  brigade  company  (134), 
and  4  engineer  companies  (190  each). 

NBC  Company  and  Smoke.  The  starting  point  of  the  two 
other  force  nobility  organizations  ere  a  modified  H-series  N3C 
defense  company  and  the  chemical  smoke  generator  company.  Planners 
made  use  of  the  comprehensive  battalion-oriented  Unit  Chemical 
Defense  Study,  the  Chemical  Force  Structure  Analysis,  and  analysis 
of  the  theater  chemical  threat  capability  in  a  SCORES  context.  The 
task  force  initially  combined  the  two  organizations  in  a  reconnais- 
sance-decontamination-smoke  (RDS)  battalion  of  230  personnel.  A 
444-man  structure  with  3  RDS  companies  forward  and  1  in  the  rear 
area  was  also  considered.  By  March,  the  task  force  concluded  that 
the  Infrequent  use  of  large  area  smoke  and  the  tight  personnel  con¬ 
straints  would  place  this  mission  in  the  corps;  it  recommended  that 
the  smoke  company  be  eliminated. ^5 

The  Human  Dimension 


During  the  period  before  the  GO  II  workshop,  the  human 
dimension  planners  worked  to  define  their  subject  more  precisely. 
By  early  April,  planners  were  advancing  into  a  wide-ranging  exami¬ 
nation  of  physical,  psychological,  moral,  and  organizational  mean~ 
to  inspire  soldiers  to  commit  themselves  to  unit  goals.  The  human 
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Interim  Rept,  Div  86  Mobility  Task  Force,  3  vol. ,  13  Nov  79, 
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dimension  was  envisioned  in  terms  of  three  basic  soldier  relation¬ 
ships  —  with  other  soldiers,  with  machines,  and  with  support  sys¬ 
tems.  Certain  ideas  invited  further  study  —  improvement  by  the 
Array  of  its  competence  image,  better  testing  of  psychological  and 
motor  skills,  a  home  station  for  the  first  term  enlistee  and  stabi¬ 
lization  of  cadre  for  this  purpose,  training  as  a  unit  and  unit 
rotation  overseas  at  a  high  level  of  competence,  and  human  dimension 
tasks  between  battles.  Features  such  as  leadership  change  were 
being  studied  in  hopes  of  improving  unit  cohesion,  and  an  analysis 
of  small  unit  design  was  begun. ^ 

The  Fixed  Brigade  Alternative 

In  December  1978,  with  the  design  of  Division  86  organiza¬ 
tions  underway,  planners  at  the  Armor  School  were  drawn  to  the  in¬ 
teresting  question  of  an  independent  or  semi- independent  "fixed" 
heavy  brigade.  On  19  December,  they  disseminated  the  basic  concept 
to  the  task  forces  as  a  viable  alternative  to  Division  86  that  needed 
exploration.^  Later  that  month,  task  force  planners  from  the  In¬ 
fantry  and  Armor  Schools  held  Initial  discussions  on  the  concept  at 
Fort  Knox.  The  logic  of  the  fixed  brigade  suggested  combined  arms 
battalions,  but  Infantry  School  planners  found  this  proposal  too 
radical,  a  reaction  characteristic  of  the  general  response  to  the 
fixed  brigade  idea  as  the  year  wore  on.  But  the  Fixed  Brigade  Study 
did  open  a  new  perspective  on  the  division  question  and  would  in¬ 
fluence  Division  86  considerably  as  the  year  of  planning  progressed. 

Development  of  the  fixed  brigade  concept  soon  began  in 
earnest  with  the  support  of  the  TRADDC  Deputy  Commander,  Lt.  Gen. 

Roy  Thurman.  The  task  forces  provided  doctrinal  implications,  esti¬ 
mates  of  impact  on  equipment  programs,  and  cone  ,.ts  and  organiza¬ 
tional  structures.  No  directive  was  issued  for  this  "off-line"  study, 
which  at  General  Starry's  Instruction  became  a  full-time  subtask  of 
the  target  servicing  task  force  at  Fort  Leavenworth,  upon  briefing 
to  Starry  on  1  February.  CAC  began  an  evaluation  of  four  division 
structures  in  which  the  organizations  and  functions  of  the  division 
base  were  transferred  to  the  brigade.  These  four  structures  were 
total  decentralization  (a  basically  self-sufficient  brigade)  and 
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(l)  Human  Dimension  Briefing  for  Div  86,  4  -  5  April  1979 
General  Officer  Workshop.  (2)  MFR,  TRADOC  Hist  Ofc,  1  Sep  79, 
subj:  Div  86  Conference  at  Fort  Lee,  Va.,  4-5  April  1979  (GO  II). 
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Table  9 


DIVISION  86 


PRINCIPLES  OF  FORCE  STRUCTURING 


General  Principles 

1.  Using  tactical  concepts  of  firepower  and  maneuver  based  force 
destruction  and  disruption,  integrate  weapons  systems  in  organiza¬ 
tions  to  maximize  firepower  forward,  enable  combined  armed  forces 
to  maneuver  and  concentrate  quickly,  and  provide  essential  leader¬ 
ship  and  command  control  forward. 

2.  Reduce  and  simplify  tactical,  technical,  and  training  responsi¬ 
bilities  at  all  echelons,  especially  at  lowest  levels  -  company  and 
platoon. 

3.  Provide  effective  combined  arms  integration  at  appropriate 
levels,  especially  at  Intermediate  levels  -  battalion  and  brigade. 

4.  Provide  for  effective  integration  of  the  air-land  battle, 
especially  at  higher  levels  -  division  and  corps. 

Improve  tactical,  nuclear,  and  chemical  warfare  capabilities, 
wth  special  attention  to  integrated  nuclear/chemical  and  conventional 
t.ctics,  techniques,  equipment,  and  organizations. 

6.  Organize  command  control  at  appropriate  echelons  to  facilitate 
performance  of  battle  tasks  necessary  to  the  functions  of  central 
bat;-  :d  force  generation. 

Specific  Principles 

Tactic 

1.  Provide  tactical  schemes  for  offense  and  defense  which  use  the 
same  battle  techniques  —  cover,  concealment,  suppression,  rapid 
concentration,  quick  destruction,  disruption,  and  teamwork. 

2.  To  the  maximum  extent  possible,  use  closed  loop  systems  to 
locate  and  deliver  direct  and  indirect  fires. 

3.  Provide  divisions  the  capability  to  locate  and  attack  second 
echelon  regiments  of  divisions  engaged,  in  addition  to  fighting  first 
echelon  regiments  of  those  divisions. 

4.  Provide  divisions  the  capability  to  receive  information  concern¬ 
ing  second  echelon  divisions  of  armies  engaged. 

NOTE:  Corps  should  be  able  to  locate  and  attack  second  echelon 
divisions  of  the  armies  engaged  and  have  the  capability  to  receive 
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information  concerning  second  echelon  armies  of  the  engaged 
front. 

Organizational 

1.  Fight  with  companies  that  are  essentially  single  weapon  organi¬ 
zations  and  smaller  than  in  today's  Army. 

2.  Fight  integrated  combined  arms  batcles  at  battalion  and  brigade 
level. 

3.  Fight  the  integrated  air-land  battle  at  division  and  corpr 
level. 

4.  Centralize  continuous  battle  functions  such  as  surveillance, 
target  acquisition,  suppression,  counterfire,  interdiction,  and 
logistics  at  levels  which  will  allow  the  function  to  continue  as 
required,  regardless  of  the  immediate  degree  of  commitment  of  the 
supported  force. 

5.  Organize  units  which  are  expected  to  operate  independently  — 
out  of  mutual  support  and  coordination  range  of  the  parent  unit,  to 
contain  the  elements  of  the  combined  arms. 

6.  Organize  to  improve  the  employment  an*1  support  of  weapons 
systems. 

7.  Design  organizations  for  continuous  combat  operations. 

8.  Organize  support  so  as  to  simplify  the  reconstitution  of  teams, 
crews,  and  units. 

9.  Hove  administration. out  of  companies. 

10.  Provide  sufficient  personnel  redundancy  for  uninterrupted 
performance  of  critical  control  functions  and  key  combat  tasks. 

Command  and  Control 


1.  Decentralize  tactical  authority  to  the  lowest  echelon  practical. 

2.  Increase  leader  to  led  ratio  in  forward  elements. 

3.  Provide  for  adequate  interoperability  with  allied  units. 

4.  Provide  for  integrated  combined  arms  operations  at  battalion 
and  brigade. 

5.  Provide  for  the  division  commander  to  locate  the  enemy,  concen¬ 
trate  forces,  and  fight  the  air-land  battle;  brigade  commander  to 
mix  the  arm3  and  allocate  the  ground;  battalion  commander  to 
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integrate  and  fight  the  comnined  arms  battle;  company  commander  to 
fight  the  weapons  systems. 

6.  Provide  sufficient  redundancy  to  ensure  reasonable  cb  e  to 
continue  the  battle  without  loss  o?  control. 

Logistical 

1»  Arm,  fuel,  fix,  and  feed  forward. 

2.  Orient  support  to  veaprrs  systems. 

3.  !<ea»>  t.'e  maximum  number  of  weapons  systems  in  the  battle  at  all 
times. 

Tra inability 

1.  Minimize  diversity  of  unit  training  tasks. 

2.  Optimize  leader/led  ratio. 

3.  Minimize  diversity  of  MOS. 

4.  Minimize  diversity  of  hardware  systems. 

i 

| - - - 


Source:  Briefing  Handout,  General  Officers  Workshop  II,  Fort  Lee 
Va. ,  4-5  Apr  79, 


decentralization  alternatively  >'c  ombat  support,  direct  support, 
and  combat  service  suppn-~  All  had  major  implications  for  the 
DISCOM,  not  t"  . .  or  the  doctrinal  shift  implied  in  the  increased 
indeno  -  -u>.e  of  the  brigade.  CAC  issued  an  initial  study  plan  on 
23  :*  **.28 


Further  Planning  Developments 

Meanwhile,  the  logistics  support  task  trrce  completed 
logistics  planning  factors  for  the  Division  86  organizations,  and 
CAC  provided  these  on  16  February  to  the  task  forces. 29  In  early 
March,  General  Starry  established  a  set  of  force  structuring  prin¬ 
ciples  for  the  task  forces  against  which  to  test  their  combat  unit 
designs.  (Table  9  . 

Preliminary  organizational  designs  were  presented  to  the 
TRADOC  commander  at  a  Fort  Leavenworth  meeting  of  12  -  1A  March. 

The  agenda  of  the  approaching  workshop  was  accordingly  revised  to 
highlight  innovations  and  to  summarize  Level  2  and  3  organizational 
designs  in  accordance  with  General  Starry's  guidance,  the  particulars 
of  which  have  been  noted  in  the  foregoing  discussion. 30  Augmentation 
requirements  for  Division  86  had  been  set  forth  in  the  Study  Plan. 

On  26  March,  CAC  issued  additional  guidance  for  more  precise  docu¬ 
mentation  of  these  requirements  in  the  categories  of  standard  combat, 
roundout  standard,  non-standard  combat,  and  peacetiae-pecuxiar.31 

The  Fort  Lee  Workshop 

The  organizational  and  operational  concepts  that  thi  task 
forces  presented  at  the  Fort  Lee  General  Officer  II  Workshop,  A  -  5 
April  1979,  were  the  first  assembled  version  of  Division  86  and 
provided  a  starting  point  for  the  intensive  work  that  followed 
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CHART  7  -  DIVISION  86  MAIN  COMMAND  POST 

ORGANIZATION 
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CHART  8  -  DIVISION  86  MAIN  COMMAND  POST  FUNCTIONS 


SOURCE:  BRIEFING,  BATTLE  MGMT.  DIV  M  GO  II  WORKSfKX  ,  V(i  Ti, 


through  the  late  summer.  The  doctrinal  Impulse  underlying  the  pro¬ 
ject  was  evident  in  the  attention  given  to  concepts  such  as  battle 
management,  considerations  such  as  the  second  echelon  battle,  and 
the  innovative  ideas  of  the  fixed  brigade  effort.  These  pursuits 
and  studies  altered  some  organizations  of  the  early  ytar  and  over¬ 
turned  others  painstakingly  assembled  or  rooted  in  presumed 
certainties. 

As  noted,  the  C3  task  force  had  focused  closely  on  division 
command  post  roles.  Battle  management  was  briefed  to  the  GO  II 
attendees  as  a  conceptual  visualization  of  the  echeloned  enemy  attack. 
Most  central  battle  engagements  were  expected  to  take  place  in  the 
first  3  to  5  kilometers  and  most  counterfire  within  the  first  10. 

The  principal  second  echelon  battle  would  occur  between  10  and  80 
kilometers  as  viewed  by  the  division  commander,  and  from  80  km.  out 
from  the  perspective  of  the  corps  commander.  Suppression  of  enemy 
air  defense  would  take  place  throughout  the  division  zone. 

As  the  division  commander  concentrated  his  forces,  reconsti¬ 
tuted,  interdicted,  and  attended  to  all  the  other  aspects  of  the 
central  battle  and  ,.arce  generation,  what  exact  roles  did  each 
command  post  and  the  assistant  division  commanders  play?  The  division 
rear  command  post,  with  links  to  the  tactical  command  post  and  to 
DISCOM,  generated  forces  for  both  central  battle  and  force  generation. 
The  tactical  command  post,  commanded  by  the  assistant  division  com¬ 
mander  "battle  captain,"  fought  the  central  battle.  It  was  to  the 
main  command  post  that  planners  introduced  the  most  significant 
change.  Besides  it3  planning,  current  operations,  and  fire  support 
functions,  it  had  an  additional  one.  Here,  under  the  division  com¬ 
mander,  the  second  assistant  division  commander  —  ADC  for  force 
generation  —  employed  a  second  echelon  battle  team  to  fight  the 
second  echelon  battle  (Charts  7  and  8  ).  He  interpreted  the 
battle  situation;  interdicted  crit.ical  enemy  "nodes"  and  forces; 
allocated  general  support  field  artillery,  attack  helicopters,  and 
tactical  air;  coordinated  suppression  of  enemy  air  defense  and  air¬ 
space  management;  and  directed  central  battle  links  with  the  corps. 

The  division  commander  orchestrated  the  efforts  of  the  three  command 
posts.  ->2 

Another  significant  concept  presented  was  a  detailed  analy¬ 
sis  of  methods  to  hold  the  enemy  second  echelons  "at  risk"  —  that 
is,  tactics  of  interdiction  so  effective  that  these  echelons  risked 
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severe  to  devastating  losses  as  they  advanced.  The  analysis  was  a 
contract  effort  of  the  BDM  Corporation  addressing  a  central  element 
of  the  Battlefield  Development  Flan  and  Division  36.  On  the  theory 
that  the  second  echelon  battle  possessed  a  geometry  of  its  own, 
this  concept  envisioned  adding  great  depth  to  the  battlefield  — 
but  on  the  enemy's  side  —  by  dedicating  specific  division  and  corps 
firepower  to  the  layers  of  the  echelons  at  specified  calculable 
"time  lines."  These  lines  demarcated  the  enemy's  advance  by  inter¬ 
vals  of  time  elapsed.  The  concept  represented  a  deeper  insight  into 
the  second  echelon  problem  and  was  seen  as  a  further  step  in  the 
development  of  doctrine  for  operations  against  the  second  echelon. 33 

Presentations  were  given  on  the  vital  matters  of  airspace 
control  and  suppression  of  enemy  air  defense.  Basic  principles  of 
airspace  control  agreed  to  by  TAC  and  TRADOC  in  1974  remained  the 
basis  for  current  doctrine,  but  significant  changes  had  since 
occurred.  While  communications,  identif ication-friend-or-foe  (IFF) 
procedures,  and  airspace  management  equipment  would  be  improved  in 
the  1986  division,  the  old  200  -  500  foot  altitude  buffer  between 
helicopters  and  tactical  air  would  cease  to  obtain;  both  types  of 
aircraft  would  be  forced  to  operate  within  the  first  200  feet  of 
altitude  in  order  to  survive  the  air  defense  threat.  Crowded  air¬ 
space  and  IFF  both  remained  problematic.  Planners  recomaended 
placement  of  coordinator  for  suppression  of  enemy  air  defense  at 
a  single  division  point  —  in  DIVARTY  —  with  the  planning  element 
to  be  a  part  of  the  fire  support  element  of  the  division  tactical 
operations  center  with  direct  access  to  the  all-source  analysis 
system.  Much  work  remained  to  develop  techniques  to  assist  commanders 
In  allocating  firepower  between  second  echelon  air  defense  and  other 
tasks  and  to  validate  a  concept  for  second  echelon  air  defenses. jl> 

As  the  foret~oing  task  force  discussions  have  indicated 
the  GO  II  workshop  saw  the  Division  86  structure  sorted  out  in  con- 
cider  able  part.  Some  major  organizations  were  still  unresolved,  not 
only  in  size,  but  in  concept  and  form.  The  division  covering  force, 
which  was  tied  up  in  the  reconnaissance  squadron  and  air  cavalry 
attack  brigade  issues,  as  well  as  rear  area  protection,  tactical 
nuclear  operations,  and  air-land  operations  remained  major  problems. 
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General  Starry  Issued  guidelines  for  these  and  other  issues 
to  the  Division  86  planners  on  5  April,  expanded  by  message  to  the 
task  forces  on  13  April.  In  summary,  he  told  planners  to  press  on 
with  the  battle  management  and  human  dimension  concepts.  In  the 
critical  question  of  air-land  battle.  Starry  felt  that  no  real 
attempt  had  yet  been  made  with  close  air  support.  The  issues  of 
Air  Force  interdiction  and  joint  helicopter-AlO  tactics  required 
more  work  to  achieve  agreement.  Starry  directed  further  analysis 
and  concept  work. 

On  the  issue  of  rear  area  security  and  operations.  Starry 
directed  CAC  and  selected  schools  to  pin  down  exactly  the  functions 
performed  in  the  rear  area  and  examine  how  to  do  these  without  MPs 
and  with  various  MP  designs.  Similarly,  logistical  support  was  to 
be  "laid  out"  from  the  battalion  trains  to  the  corps  area,  estimates 
made  where  usage  factors  were  not  known,  and  requirements  developed. 
Battalion  and  brigade  support  doctrine  and  other  issues  were  to  be 
examined. 


For  division  air  defense.  General  Starry  rejected  the 
two-battalion  idea  and  directed  development  of  a  better  concept  for 
the  STINGER  teams.  In  aviation,  task  force  planners  were  told  to 
go  back  to  what  was  affordable  in  aircraft  and  pilots  —  within  the 
context  of  the  whole  Army  force  structure.  Starry  directed  fire 
support  planners  to  carry  on  with  an  organization  of  three  direct 
support  battalions  (each  with  three  8-howitzer  batteries)  and  a 
general  support  battalion  with  two  8-howitzer  batteries  and  a 
9-launcher  general  support  rocket  system  battery.  He  directed  fur¬ 
ther  analysis  of  the  total  artillery  system  and  missions.  General 
Starry  wanted  move  work  on  concepts  for  the  CEWI  battalion.  He 
approved  the  engineer  battalion  organization,  directed  transfer  of 
smoke  capability  to  corps,  and  removed  "defense"  from  the  nuclear- 
biological-chemical  designation. 

In  the  maneuver  organizations.  Starry  told  the  task  force 
planners  to  reassess  the  cavalry  squadron,  concentrating  on  its 
main  missions  and  their  ramifications  for  command  control  and  mo¬ 
bility.  Tank  and  mechanized  infantry  battalions  were  confirmed  at 
4-tank  and  3-squad  platoons,  3-platoon  companies,  4-company  battalions 
(and  a  TOW  company  for  the  mechanized  battalion) ,  and  3-ground-bri¬ 
gade  divisions  with  battalion  ratios  of  5  tank  -  5  mechanized  for 
the  infantry  mechanized  division  and  6  tank  -  4  mechanized  for  the 
armor  division. 
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A  host  of  related  Division  86  activities  lay  ahead  of 
planners  — -  the  continuing  development  of  the  division  organizations 
and  submission  of  automated  unit  reference  sheets;  force  structure 
trade-off  analysis  of  units  for  the  objective  division;  DIVWAG  war 
gaming  of  alternative  divisions;  war  gaming  in  coordination  with  a 
Royal  Armaments  Research  and  Development  Establishment  "off-line" 
analysis  of  electronic  warfare  and  vulnerability  issues;  and  a  tac¬ 
tical  nuclear  analysis  by  Sandia  Labs,  Livermore,  Also  ahead  were 
further  development  of  the  fixed  brigade,  development  of  the  Division 
86  transition  plan  and  the  operational  concept  for  the  next  major 
organizational  undertaking.  Corps  86,  and  provision  of  data  to  the 
Department  of  the  Army  for  the  Total  Army  Analysis  -  86.  Most  of 
these  projects  were  to  be  completed  in  the  July-Sepr.ember  period. 

On  13  April,  CAC  issued  deadlines  in  detail  to  the  task  forces  for 
the  individual  automated  unit  reference  sheets  not  yet  submitted 
for  the  Level  1,  2,  and  3  organizations,  for  the  objective  division 
organizations,  and  for  concepts  and  recommendations  on  issues  still 
outstanding.  Study  of  the  Warsaw  Pact  threat  in  the  context  of 
which  Division  86  was  being  developed,  was  completed  by  CACDA  and 
published  on  26  April.  At  this  time,  a  review  conference  was  ex¬ 
pected  to  convene  on  23  August  followed  by  the  GO  III  workshop,  19 
-  20  September  1979,  to  put  the  objective  division  in  final  form 
for  presentation  to  the  Army  Chief  of  Stuff. 36 
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Chapter  V 


TOWARD  AN  OBJECTIVE  DIVISION 
(April  -  October  1979) 


Between  April  and  August  1979,  the  Division  86  task  forces 
completed  the  organizational  design  of  the  objective  division.  This 
chapter  will  discuss  the  continuing  work  of  the  task  forces,  the 
development  of  the  fixed  brigade,  and  the  maturing  operational  con¬ 
cept  of  Division  86  as  presented  in  the  conferences  of  July  and 
August  culminating  in  the  third  general  officers'  workshop  (GO  III). 
Last  minute  changes  were  made  to  some  organizations  up  to  the  eve 
of  presentation  to  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff  in  October. 

The  Continuing  Work  of  the  Task  Forces 
Target  Servicing 

The  Tank  Battalion.  With  the  basic  organization  decided 
by  the  GC  II  workshop,  planners  turned  to  final  issues.  The  common 
base  for  the  tank  and  mechanized  battalions  was  resolved  at  a  meeting 
on  13  May  at  Fort  Leavenworth.  On  12  July,  rubuatness-redundancy- 
resiliency  considerations  moved  General  Starry  to  add  more  ammunition 
handlers  and  truck  drivers.  The  GO  III  workshop,  held  22  -  23 
August,  left  the  structure  of  the  4-tank  platoon,  3-platoon  company, 
4-company  battalion  unchanged.  But  in  early  October  a  decision  on 
decentralization  of  maintenance  placed  the  maintenance  function 
directly  into  the  tank  companies  and  deleted  the  maintenance  company 
of  the  tank  battalion.  The  detailed  final  structure  of  the  tank 
battalion  and  all  other  organizations  of  the  objective  division  as 
formally  presented  to  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff  on  18  October  are 
depicted  with  charts  in  Chapter  VI. 

The  Mechanized  Infantry  Battalion.  General  Starry’s  decision 
on  4  April  for  a  3-squad  platoon,  3-platoon  company,  4-company  mech 
battalion  raised  problems  with  the  battalion’s  other  components.  On 
11  April,  Maj.  Gen.  William  J.  Livsey,  the  Infantry  School  commandant, 
told  General  Mahaffey  that  the  additional  rifle  company  raised  the 
need  for  two  more  107-nan.  mortars  and  a  fire  direction  center.  Livsey 
recommended  returning  mortars  and  scouts  from  the  HHC  to  a  combat 
support  company  and  combining  with  them  the  twelve  improved  TOW 
vehicles  of  the  antitank  guided  missile  (ATGM)  company.  But  TRADOC 
denied  this  request,  which  would  have  eliminated  the  common  tank-mech 
base.  The  battalion  maintained  its  separate  ATGM  company,  and  the 
six  107-mm.  mortars  remained  in  the  KHC.  There  was  little  further 
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change,  except  for  the  addition  of  ammunition  trucks,  until  Starr/'s 
October  decision  on  maintenance  which  applied  to  the  mechanized 
battalion  as  well  as  the  tank  battalion. 

Division  Reconnaissance  Squadron.  Several  proposals 
emerged  for  the  division  reconnaissance  squadron.  On  17  April,  the 
Armor  School  recommended  that  majors  conroand  the  cavalry  troop 
organizations,  that  "pure"  platoons  be  established  —  for  scouts 
(6  cavalry  fighting  vehicles),  and  tanks  (4  XMls)  —  and  that 
electronic  surveillance  be  placed  in  a  headquarters  and  headquarters 
troop.  At  a  20  April  meeting  at  Headquarters,  TRADOC,  General 
Woodmansee  changed  the  operational  concept  of  the  squadron  to  empha¬ 
size  reconnaissance.  He  proposed  a  560-man  unit  consisting  of  a 
headquarters  and  headquarters  troop  and  3  'avalry  troops  —  each  of 
the  latter  to  have  a  headquarters  platoon,  2  scout  platoons  (6 
cavalry  fighting  vehicles  each),  and  1  tank  platoon  (4  XMis).  A 
proposal  by  the  Armor  School  on  6  June  added  a  second  tank  platoon 
to  the  Woodmansee  structure.  This  troop  of  2  scout  platoons  and 
2  tank  platoons  and  squadron  of  3  troops  were  tentatively  approved 
by  General  Starry  on  12  July  with  a  strength  of  613,  44  cavalry 
fighting  vehicles,  and  24  XM1  tanks. 

But  the  ups  and  downs  continued.  When  the  squadron  was 
presented  at  the  special  briefing  for  the  Chief  of  Staff,  Army,  on 
27  July,  General  Meyer  thought  it  was  too  large  and  had  too  many 
tan  3.  Dealing  with  the  organization  at  the  GO  III  workshop  in  late 
August,  General  Starry  told  CAC  to  study  it,  along  with  the  CEWI 
battalion  and  target  acquisition  battalion,  in  a  thorough  reconnais¬ 
sance,  surveillance,  target  acquisition  analysis.  On  30  August,  the 
Armor  School  proposed  a  merger  of  CEWI  and  cavalry,  an  idea  taken 
up  at  a  special  workshop  in  early  September.  The  workshop  also 
developed  a  pure  reconnaissance  squadron  as  an  alternative.  On  17 
September.  Starry  settled  the  question  by  approving  a  light  cavalry 
squadron.  This  final  reconnaissance  organization  eliminated  tanks 
altogether,  fielding  44  cavalry  fighting  vehicles  and  six  107-mn. 
mortars  in  3  reconnaissance  troops  and  a  headquarters  and  head¬ 
quarters  troop. 

Air  Cavalry  Attack  Brigade.  The  ACAB  was  another  major 
exement  not  resolved  at  the  GO  II  workshop.  The  Armor  School,  con¬ 
tinuing  work  on  its  ACAB  version,  published  an  organizational  and 
operational  concept  on  19  April  that  improved  the  ACAB’s  communica¬ 
tions  and  mobility.  For  the  next  several  weeks,  joint  working  groups 
examined  a  full  range  of  organizational  questions,  as  well  as  place¬ 
ment  of  fire  support  elements;  supply,  maintenance,  and  grade  struc¬ 
ture  issues;  and  the  general  question  of  whether  the  Army  could 
afford  the  ACAB.  By  early  June,  the  Armor  School  was  arguing  for  a 
1,414-man,  153-aircraft  organization.  On  13  June,  the  target  servicing 
task  force  decided  to  present  both  the  Armor  School  and  TRADOC  versions 
for  General  Starry’s  de'ision.  At  the  Division  86  meeting  at  Fort 
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Benjamin  Harrison  on  12  July,  Che  TRADOC  commander  decided  for  Che 
TRADOC  Level  2  ACAB  of  134  aircrafC  and  1,332  personnel.  A  648-man 
combaC  supporC  aviation  baCCalion  included  organic  HHC,  special 
elecCronic  mission  aircrafC  company,  '**  •  ••■’d  «viation  company,  and 
transporcacion  aircraft  mainCenance  cl..  .  T'">  _o  6-man 

attack  squadrons  each  included  24  attack  and  17  scouC  helicopcers. 
Each  croop  fielded  6  aCCack  and  4  scout  helicopters.* 

Counterfire  and  Interdiction 

General  Starry's  direction  at  the  GO  II  workshop  to  lay 
out  the  field  artillery,  division  through  corps,  intensified  this 
task  force's  activities.  Focusing  on  "snapshot  years"  ahead  (19  1, 
1983,  and  1986),  the  task  force  analyzed  current  and  future  division 
artillery  slices,  together  with  the  several  field  artillery  tasks  of 
the  central  battle  and  force  generation. 

The  analysis  strongly  indicated  that,  among  other  things, 
interdiction  required  a  corps  support  weapon  system.  The  contribu¬ 
tion  of  the  general  support  rocket  system  (GSRS)  w ns  crucial,  and 
it  set  quantitative  requirements  in  counterf i”  ■ ,  t*’  ‘  »e  supporting 
of  cannon  fire  in  the  central  battle,  ‘  V  .  ■  vn  of  critical 
concentrations  of  enemy  strength  r  electronic  warfare  elements, 

and  in  disruption  of  the  second  echelons.  Thirty-six  GSRS  launchers 
were  required  in  the  slice. 

Replacing  a  conceptual  target  acquisition  battery,  a  mi. 
326-man  division  target  acquisition  battalion  (DTAB)  with  batteries 
for  direct  support  and  close  support  was  developed.  It  united  t' 
functions  of  survey  and  meteorology  conducted  in  HRB,  DIVARTY.  I 
was  also  designed  to  correct  C3,  maintenance,  and  logistlcial  de¬ 
ficiencies.  Recalculation  of  ammunition  expenditure  was  put  in 
terms  of  peak,  surge,  and  average  rates  for  division  artillery 
weapons.  A  "fix  forward"  artillery  maintenance  concept  was  essential, 

and  the  task  force  proposed  159  additional  spaces  in  maintenance  _ 

batteries  for  this  need.  The  fire  support  teams’  resiliency,  robust¬ 
ness,  and  redundancy  were  examined,  and  more  teams  were  deemed 
necessary. 

The  resulting  proposed  organization  was  a  Level  2  DIVARTY, 
raised  about  250  personnel  to  3,533.  It  had  a  HHB,  DTAB,  3  direct 


(1)  Ltr  ATZLCA-^S,  COL  Keith  Q.  Colson,  Dir,  FDD,  USA 
CACDA  to  Cdr,  USACAC,  undated,  subj :  Target  Servicing  Division  86 
Task  Force  1st  Interim  Report,  (2)  Msg  081930Z  May 

79,  BG  Woodmansee  to  distr,  subj:  Div  86  Structure  Dev  (CONFIDENTIAL 
—  Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED). 
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support  155-mm.  battalions,  and  a  combined  general  support  8-inch 
-  GSRS  battalion.  Level  3,  now  at  4,013,  separated  general  support 
cannon  and  rockets  into  separate  battalions.  These  structures  were 
presented  at  the  12  July  meeting  at  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison  when  the 
following  were  ap,- roved  —  "about"  36  GSRS  launchers  in  the  division 
zone,  the  DTAB  (without  SOTAS  aircraft)  substantially  as  presented, 
inclusion  •  f  maintenance  batteries  and  platoons  in  DIVARTY,  and 
additional  ground  laser  locator  designator  teams.  Starry  wanted 
still  more  analysis. 

In  the  following  weeks,  the  DIVARTY  was  further  studied 
and  refined.  The  Level  2  organization  dropt-eu  back  to  3,496.  Each 
of  the  three  155-mm.  battalions  had  752  men  and  three  8-gun  batteries. 
The  747-man  general  support  battalion  had  2  batteries  of  eight  8-inch 
howitzers  and  1  battery  of  9  GSRS.  Maintenance  batteries  and  platoons 
were  in  all  elements.  The  DTAB  was  set  at  306.  Level  3,  now  down 
to  3,940,  featured  two  8-gun  8-inch  howitzer  b3'.eries  in  the  general 
support  battalion  and  four  9-launcher  batteries  in  the  GSRS  battalion. 
"Slice"  designs  saw  extensive  variation-  tried  and  analyzed.  Starry 
ordered  additional  analyses  upon  revi  /ing  these  structures  at  the 
GO  III  workshop  in  late  August  -  --rst,  study  a  DIVARTY  without  the 
GSRS  battery;  second,  analyze  usolidation  of  the  DTAB,  the  CEWI 
1..'.  '  :r.  .d  the  cavalr  squadron  into  two  organizations,  a  DTAB, 

and  a  reconnaissa^  ■  --^adron;  and,  finally,  examine  moving  the 
counterfire  mission  back  to  corps. 

This  new  round  of  analysis  heavily  favored  management  and 
execution  of  counterfire  by  the  division  augmented  by  fires  from  the 
corps.  It  also  showed  that  deleting  the  GSRS  battery  placed  excep¬ 
tional  stress  on  the  division's  cannon  artillery.  Divisional  counter¬ 
fire  doctrine  was  supported  as  well-established  and  workable.  On 
27  September,  General  Starry  accepted  retention  in  the  division  of 
the  GSRS  battery  aid  the  counterfire  mission. 

The  cumulative  wide-ranging  field  artillery  analyses  con¬ 
firmed  the  Division  86  field  artillery  concept.  Such  was  the 
criticality  of  the  artillery's  target  servicing  role  that  decisions 
on  counterfire  versus  target  servicing  had  to  be  made  at  division 
ldvel.  A  target  acquisition  battalion  was  a  definite  must  in  a 
heavy  DIVARTY  and  at  least  4  ammunition  transfer  points  were  needed 
in  the  division  zone.  Suppression  of  enemy  air  defense  and  battle¬ 
field  interdiction  were  demonstrated  requirements.  At  least  36  GSRS 
launchers  were  needed  in  the  division  zone.  Second  echelon  inter¬ 
diction  required  not  merely  the  delay  of  those  furc-s,  but  their 
neutralization  or  destruction,  and  it  seemed  clear  that  this  was 
preeminently  a  corps  function.  A  corps  support  weapon  would  be 
required  for  interdicting  50  -  80  kilometers  beyond  the  forward  edge 
of  the  battle  area;  no  divisional  weapon  could  suffice. 
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The  decisions  in  September  and  October  1979  to  decentralize 
maintenance  affected  field  artillery  along  with  the  maneuver  battalions 
(See  below,  chapter  VI).  Proponency  of  the  SOTAS  aircraft  remained 
an  unresolved  issue. ^ 

Air  Defense 

The  difficult  problems  that  the  Level  2  air  defense  organi¬ 
zation  presented  at  the  GO  II  workshop  had  defied  any  immediate 
solution.  The  air  defense  task  force  continued  to  wrestle  with  the 
issues  of  STINGER  mobility  and  survivability,  the  two  air  defense 
battles,  and  automated  systems  of  command-control-communications. 

In  addition,  new  issues  arose  before  the  final  structure  was  fixed. 

At  the  12  July  Division  86  conference,  the  separate  nature 
of  the  command-control  functions  of  the  automated  air  battle  on  the 
one  hand,  and  those  of  task  organization,  airspace  management,  and 
reconstitution  on  the  other,  were  clarified.  Planners  again  empha¬ 
sized  the  need  for  two  separate  divisional  air  defense  battalions, 
arguing  that  only  the  establishment  of  a  DIVADA  command  and  staff 
could  Lrue  the  two  battalion  commanders  to  fight  their  respective 
air  battles.  The  task  force  supported  the  high  mobility  weapons 
carrier  as  the  best  of  five  choices  for  the  STINGER  teams.  General 
Starry  concurred  in  the  latter  proposal,  but  raised  additional  issues 
in  new  guidelines.  The  helicopter-borne  multi-purpose  lightweight 
missile  was  to  be  worked  into  the  air  defense  philosophy.  The  task 
force  was  to  continue  the  study  of  the  use  of  the  forward  area 
alerting  radar,  and  analyze  whether  the  air  defense  system  could 
force  enemy  antitank  helicopters  to  stand  off  beyond  the  range  of 
the  missiles  they  carried. 

The  task  force  briefed  the  TRADOC  commander  on  these  Issues 
on  13  August  at  Fort  Leavenworth.  It  dropped  the  hellborne  missile 
concept  for  air  defense,  which  would  have  required  diversion  of  the 
division's  attack  helicopters  from  their  main  mission.  The  meeting 
was  preliminary  to  a  decision  briefing  on  air  defense  at  Fort 
Leavenworth  on  21  August,  where  the  task  force  offered  four  Level 
2  organizations  —  both  single-battalion  and  DIVADA.  The  one 
Starry  selected  was  a  single  838-man  battalion  with  36  DIVAD  guns 
in  3  batteries,  24  Improved  Chaparrals  in  2  batteries,  and  44 
STINGER  teams.  All  the  latter  teams  were  placed  in  the  Chaparral 
batteries  to  protect  critical  rear  areas.  This  organization 
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Ltr  ATSF-CD-FD ,  BG  Dinges  to  Cdr,  USACACDA,  31  Oct  79, 
subj:  Ltr  of  Transmittal  -  Division  86,  1st  Interim  Report  -  1  Oct 
78  -  1  Oct  79,  7  vol ,  Vol  II. 
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was  presented  at  the  C-0  III  workshop  as  the  air  defense  element  of 
the  objective  division.5 

The  final  air  defense  organization  left  unresolved  the 
problem  of  span  of  control  over  the  division's  two  air  battles. 

The  DIVADA  concept  envisioned  to  correct  this  problem  could  not  be 
realized  within  manning  constraints.  The  rear  had  been  beefed  up 
with  24  Chaparrals,  but  deletion  of  the  STINGER  teams  from  the  gun 
batteries  reduced  air  defense  firing  points  in  the  division  front 
to  the  36  DIVAD  guns.  Consequently,  in  October  1979.  STINGER  team 
mobility  and  survivability  continued  under  analysis. 


Battle  Support  and  Reconstitution 


As  has  been  seen,  April  had  brought  agreement  on  the  out¬ 
line  although  not  on  the  strengths  or  concepts  of  the  division's 
combat  service  support  (CSS)  element.  Complex  issues  remained. 
Following  a  meeting  at  the  Logistics  Center  on  30  April,  General 
Starry  emphasized  his  belief  that  logistics  were  still  rooted  in  a 
150-day-plus  time-to-prepare  mentality.  The  problem  was  that  war 
would  take  place  during  the  transition  to  war  phase  and  with  the 
logistical  resources  of  peacetime.  CSS  systems  and  organizations 
had  to  be  predicated  on  this  open-eyed  recognition.  On  1  May, 

Starry  directed  planners  to  confront  several  specific  problems  — 
transfer  of  support  for  a  battalion  moving  from  one  brigade  to 
another;  separating  supply  from  maintenance;  one-stop  supply  service 
for  battalion  resupply;  and  "push-packages"  for  ammunition,  fuel, 
repair  parts,  and  major  end  items  during  the  early  days  of  the 
conflict.5 


Aa  work  continued,  a  Transportation  School  analysis  revealed 
that  the  transportation  motor  transport  company,  as  organized,  could 
support  only  half  of  the  transportation  requirements.  Consequently, 
this  company  vas  enlarged,  but  this  change  was  soon  dwarfed  by 
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Ltr  ATSA-CD-MS  (Div  86),  USA  Air  Def  Sch  to  Cdr,  CAC, 

30  Oct  79,  subj:  Air  Defense's  Division  86  Task  Force  1st  Interim 
Report,  Vol.  Ill, 

4 

Ibid.  Vol.  V. 

5 

(I)  Msg  011200Z  May  79,  General  Starry  to  MG  Harrison, 

MG  Dirks,  LTG  Thurman,  MG  Mahaffey,  and  MG  Smith,  subj:  Cmbt  Svc 
Spt  Doctrine  (2)  Msg  011230Z  May  79,  General  Starry  to  MG  Smith, 
LTG  Thurman,  MG  Sheffey,  MG  Mahaffey,  MG  DeHaven,  MG  Harrison, 
subj:  Review  of  Logistics  Doctrine. 
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CHART  9  -  SUPPORT  COMMAND  HEAVY  DIVISION 

(CONVENTIONAL) 


SOURCE:  LOGC  BRIEFING  TO  GENERAL  STARRY.  13  AUG  79 


DISCOM  3317 


larger  ones  that  were  to  culminate  in  an  overturning  of  the  Division 
86  CSS  structure.  The  main  problem  was  maintenance. 

The  distribution  of  maintenance  within  the  division,  which 
had  continued  to  preoccupy  planners,  was  taken  up  on  26  June  in  a 
review  of  all  Division  86  maintenance  organizations  at  the  Ordnance 
and  Chemical  Center  and  School.  General  Starry  tentatively  decided 
in  July  to  retain  the  tank  and  mechanized  infantry  battalion  main¬ 
tenance  companies  and  to  develop  organic  maintenance  batteries  in 
the  artillery  battalions.  It  will  be  remembers  that  Starry's  final 
decision  for  these  battalions  was  to  decentralize  maintenance  into 
the  line  companies. 

Within  the  DISCOM,  maintenance  and  other  units  were  just 
as  radically  altered  in  the  final  months  of  planning.  In  late  July, 
CAC  asked  the  Logistics  Center  to  develop  a.i  alternative  DISCOM  with 
functionalized  support  battalions  in  direct  support  of  each  maneuver 
brigade.  It  would  be  compared  with  the  conventional  DISCOM  that  had 
been  in  development  since  the  previous  fall.  Preparation  and  analy¬ 
sis  of  the  new  structure  by  the  Logistics  Center  was  of  necessity 
hasty,  but  both  DISCOMs  were  presented  to  General  Starry  on  13  August. 

The  conventional  DISCOM  (Chart  _9 _ )  was  projected  at  3,157 

personnel,  3ome  539  over  the  2,618  ceiling  established  by  TRADOC 
for  Level  2.  Nearly  400  cf  these  additional  spaces  were  in  the 
maintenance  battalion,  a  reflection  of  the  greatly  increased  mainte¬ 
nance  tasks  imposed  by  the  new  weaponry.  Most  other  DISCOM  organi¬ 
zations  diverged  less  from  current  H-series  structures.  The  great 
majority  of  the  maintenance  battalion's  added  personnel  were  re¬ 
pairmen.  At  1,560,  the  battalion  comprised  a  headquarters  and  light 
maintenance  company,  two  250-man  forward  support  companies,  a  280-man 
forward  support  company,  a  heavy  maintenance  company  of  321,  and  a 
missile  maintenance  company  of  237.  For  consand  and  control  purposes, 
a  2-battalion  structure  was  also  developed,  at  the  coat  of  9**  more 
people.  This  structure  split  maintenance  between  an  840- man  forward 
maintenance  battalion  with  battalion  headquarters  staff  and  3  forward 
companies,  and  an  814-man  rear  maintenance  battalion  consisting  of 
an  HHC,  light  equipment  and  evacuation  company,  heavy  maintenance 
company,  and  miaalle  support  company. 

The  alternative  DISCOM  was  strikingly  different.  It  placed 
functionally  organized  support  battalions  in  direct  support  of  each 
maneuver  brigade  on  the  assumption  that  only  the  most  essential  and 
habitually  required  functions  should  be  forward,  and  that  logistics 
management  and  C0SC0M  links  should  remain  at  DISCOM  level.  The 
alternative  DISCOM,  with  3,317  people,  is  at  Chart  10  .  Formed 
primarily  of  the  forward  support  elements  of  the  current  supply  and 
transportation,  maintenance,  and  medical  battalioas,  each  of  the 
three  brigade  support  battalions  hac  a  headquarters  and  forward 
support  company,  3  forward  maintenance  companies,  and  a  medical 
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company.  The  maintenance  battalion,  cut  to  742,  comprised  only  the 
rear  area  maintenance  organizations.  The  advantage  of  this  arrange¬ 
ment  was  dedicated  support  for  the  division's  maneuver  battalions 
and  establishment  of  single  CSS  commanders  over  forward  support 
elements.  Other  primary  changes  were  the  addition  of  missile  main¬ 
tenance  teams  to  the  brigade  aupport  battalions,  elimination  of  the 
current  forward  area  support  coordination  officers,  and  disestablish¬ 
ment  of  the  POL  supply  company  and  the  medical  battalion.  Dis¬ 
advantages  were  recognized.  Technical  expertise  and  functional 
supervision  were  diffused.  Transportation  needs  were  increased. 

And  there  were  more  people  in  the  brigade  support  area.  Not 
surprisingly,  the  split-up  of  the  medical  battalion  wa3  strongly 
opposed  by  Academy  of  Health  Sciences  (AHS)  representatives  on  the 
task  force  who  desired  retention  at  least  of  a  medical  battalict  HHC. 

The  task  force  recommended  the  conventionally  structured 
DISCOM,  but  General  Starry  approved  the  alternative.  This  structure 
was  presented  at  the  GO  III  workshop  in  late  August,  where  AHS  con¬ 
tinued  to  oppose  the  medical  arrangement.  Another  change  was  the 
reduction  of  several  base  elements  by  20  personnel  and  the  use  of 
these  spaces  to  establish  a  fourth  ammunition  t  *  nsf er  point  in  the 
DISCOM  base,  primarily  to  support  8-inch/GSRS  ts.  In  September, 
the  task  force  completed  final  automated  unit  reference  sheets  tor 
submission  to  CAC.  In  other  DISCOM  decisions,  General  Starry  removed 
the  heavy  equipment  transport  company  from  Division  86,  placing 
it  in  corps  to  support  the  divisions,  and  he  put  the  152-man  NBC 
company  under  the  DISCOM's  supply  and  transportation  battalion. 

Starry *8  decision  in  October  to  delete  the  maintenance  companies  in 
the  maneuver  battalions  and  decentralize  maintenance  into  their  line 
companies  returned  97  maintenance  spaces  to  the  DISCOM.  The  medical 
battalion  was  reorganized  In  accord  with  the  brigade  support  battalion 
concept  —*  a  medical  company  under  each  brigade  support  battalion 
and  a  medical  aupport  company  under  DISCOM.  All  these  changes  brought 
DISCOM  strength  to  3,462.  Analysis  of  maneuver  battalion  maintenance 
and  Issues  regarding  additional  trucks  and  cooks  continued  in  October, 
as  did  the  BDM  reconstitution  study  and  a  supportabillty  analysis. 6 

C3  -  Electronic  Warfare 


The  C3  -  electronic  warfare  task  force  continued  to  shape 
the  Division  86  organizations  and  concepts  under  its  purview.  The 
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(1)  Ltr  ATCL-CTC ,  COL 
USALOGC,  to  Cdr,  CACDA,  17  Dec 
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In  acicrd.inre  with  the  Starry  guidelines  issued  .at  the  GO 
II  workshop,  the  SOTAS  aircraft  ground  stations  .and  necessary  main¬ 
tenance  support  were  kept  in  thi  CFVI  battalion,  though  the  SOTAS 
aircraft  themselves  were  transferred  with  the  SF.MA  company  to  the 
air  cavalry  attack  brigade.  The  Level  2  CF.L'I  battalion  had  630  people 

Following  a  briefing  of  special  studies  and  Division  86 
alternatives  on  12  -  13  August,  General  Starry  directed  that  the 
target  acquisition  battalion  in  DIVARTY  be  allotted  11  short  range 
radars  and  3  medium  range  radars  —  transferred  with  personnel  from 
the  CLWI  battalion.  The  latter  was  to  keep  its  long  range  radars. 
Further  changes  came  out  of  the  GO  III  workshop  ten  days  later.  The 
organizational  concepts  for  the  CFWI  battal  ion,  cavalry  squadron, 
and  target  acquisition  battalion  all  were  up  in  the  air,  as  noted 
in  earlier  discussions.  CAC  was  directed  to  3tudy  the  whole  recon¬ 
naissance  -  surveillance  -  target  acquisition  (RSTA)  subject  and  to 
consider  blending  the  three  organizations  into  two.  The  SOTAS,  mean¬ 
time,  remained  under  study  as  to  firm  placement.  On  19  September, 
Starry,  briefed  on  the  RSTA  Study,  decided  that  the  3  organizations 
would  remain  separate,  at  least  through  the  October  1979  presentation 
to  General  Meyer,  though  CAC  would  continue  study  of  this  doctrinal 
and  space-saving  issue.  There  still  was  no  coherent  RSTA  concept 
that  included  responsibilities  for  counter-reconnaissance,  coordina¬ 
tion  of  jammers  and  fires  against  enemy  electronic  emitters,  policies 
for  offensive  and  passive  electronic  warfare  employment,  and  pro¬ 
cedures  for  distribution  of  RSTA  information  to  appropriate  users. 

The  reconnaissance  battalion  had  to  have  SOTAS  links  at  a  minimum, 
but  what  links  and  what  sensors  remained  to  be  determined.  Finally, 
the  all-source  analysis  center  was  to  go  from  the  CEWI  battalion  to 
division  HHC. 
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Battle  Management  and  the  C^I  System  Briefing,  GO  III  Work¬ 
shop,  Fort  Leavenworth,  Kans.,  22  Aug  79, 
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Briefing  Div  86/Corps  86  Update,  GO  III  Workshop,  Fort 
Leavenworth,  Kans.,  22  Aug  79, 


The  new  unit  .reference  sheets  submitted  on  10  October 
spelled  out  a  sharply  diminished  378-man  CEWI  battalion  now  reduced 
to  three  companies  —  headquarters  and  operations,  general  support, 
and  service.  Although  the  battalion  still  provided  centralized 
command  and  control  of  the  division's  assigned  and  attached  intelli¬ 
gence,  electronic  warfare,  and  operations  security  support,  inte¬ 
grated  management  of  these  functions  was  removed  to  division 
headquarters.  Control  of  the  QEICKFIX  and  SOTAS  aircraft  of  the 
ACAfl's  SEMA  company  went  through  the  all-source  analysis  center 
(ASAC)  in  the  division  HHC.  The  CEWI  battalion  provided  direct  and 
general  support  battlefield  collection  through  organic  electronic 
and  human  intelligence,  its  ground  stations  received  moving  target 
indication  data  from  the  SOTAS  aircraft,  and  it  provided  electronic 
countermeasures  support  and  operations  security  support. 

Division  86  planners  thus  avoided  a  tight  consolidation  of 
the  surveillance  -  fusion  function  and  put  the  central  fusion  unit, 
the  all-source  analysis  center,  at  the  disposal  of  the  division 
comaander.  The  center  had  the  significant  missions  of  integrated 
management,  processing  and  dissemination,  mission  tasking  of  the 
QUICKFIX  and  SOTAS  aircraft,  control  of  primary  and  secondary  SOTAS 
ground  stations,  operations  security  planning  and  analysis,  as  well 
as  links  w.rh  \SACs  outside  the  division.  The  late  decisions  left 
the  surve* Hence  -  fusion  organizational  and  operational  concept 
uncompler  .c  as  the  period  ended;  revision  was  in  progress. ^ 

Force  Mobility 

Engineer  Battalion.  Basically  set  by  the  GO  II  workshops, 
the  engineer  battalion  saw  no  more  major  changes.  Emphasis  on  "R3" 
added  critical  equipment  operators  and  combat  engineers,  but  there 
were  personnel  reductions  In  less  critical  areas,  and  an  objective 
division  battalion  of  1,094  was  appreved  at  the  GO  III  workshop. 

The  headquarters  and  headquarters  company  was  manned  at  147,  the 
bridge  company  at  135,  and  the  4  engineer  companies  at  203  each. 

Each  of  the  latter  comprised  a  company  headquarters,  3  engineer 
platoons,  a  support  platoon,  and  a  mobility-countermobility  platoon 
containing  a  mine-countermine  section  and  an  assault  bridge  section 
of  4  armored  vehicle  launched  bridge  teams. 


9 

(1)  Msg,  CAC,  USC-ISID  to  distr,  16  Aug  79,  subj :  Sum  of 
Div  86  Guidance.  (2)  Msg  281130Z  Aug  79,  Cdr  TRADOC  to  distr, 
subj:  General  Guidance  for  Div  86  Objective  Division.  (3)  Msg 
211444Z  Sep  79,  Cdr  CAC  to  distr,  subj:  Div  86  Objective  Div. 

(4)  First  Interim  Rept,  Div  86  -  Surveillance/Fusion  Task  Force 
Historical  Rept,  31  Oct  79,  Vol.  I  -  Exec  Sum 
QUICKFIX:  Heliborne  HF/VHF  Intercept  Direction  Finding  Jamming 
-iySiSBU. 
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big.  Dir  Cmbt  Dev  Dir,  USA  ADMC  to  Cdr,  CAC 
i  Rept  -  Division  86  -  Human  Dimension  Task 


NBC  Company.  Continuing  work  with  the  nuclear-biological- 
chemical  company  excluded  a  smoke  capability  for  the  division,  this 
function  having  been  transferred  to  corps,  as  noted  earlier.  A 
100-man  company  at  Level  2  would  provide  3  decontamination  platoons, 
but  only  60  percent  of  the  decontamination  capability  needed.  Con¬ 
sequently  CAC  directed  the  force  mobility  task  force  late  in  August 
to  develop  a  152-man  company  at  Level  3  able  to  meet  100  percent  of 
the  needed  decontamination  capability.  The  Level  3  organization, 
which  gained  final  approval  as  the  objective  NBC  company,  consisted 
of  a  headquarters  company  (28),  a  survey  section  for  limited  recon¬ 
naissance  (19),  and  five  21-man  decontamination  platoons  each  with 
three  6-man  squads.  In  August,  as  noted  earlier,  the  NBC  company 
was  transferred  to  the  DISCOM,  with  organization  and  mission  un¬ 
changed.  Also  in  August  a  36-man  NBC  reconnaissance  platoon  was 
developed  for  the  division  reconnaissance  squadron.  Automated  unit 
reference  sheets  for  the  NBC  company  and  engineer  battalion  were 
forwarded  to  CACDA  in  September. ^ 

The  Human  Dimension 


During  the  April-October  period,  the  human  dimension  task 
force  completed  major  portions  of  its  studies  and  analyses.  The 
"Soldier  Life  Cycle  Concept"  recommended  ways  of  fostering  unit 
cohesion  from  the  time  the  soldier  considered  joining  the  Army, 
through  his  participation  in  the  central  battle,  to  his  ultimate 
discharge.  (Table  10  ) .  The  task  force  found  the  battalion  and, 
alternatively,  the  platoon,  to  be  the  most  promising  focus  for  human 
dimension  Innovations  in  assignment,  grade  structuring,  leadership 
initiatives,  programs  In  group  dynamics  and  "socialization"  to  shape 
behavior,  overseas  rotation,  and  group  replacement.  Historical  study 
had  indicated  that  what  held  units  together  in  adversity  was,  most 
of  all,  loyalty  to  the  immediate  or  primary  group.  The  significant 
role  of  leaders  in  Integrating  organization  and  group  goals  was 
affirmed. 


The  task  force  also  produced  a  literature  review  on  motiva¬ 
tion  that  noted  an  erosion  of  unit  cohesion  in  the  American  Army 
since  World  War  II.  By  the  latter  stages  of  the  Vietnam  War  primary 
group  ties  were  almost  nonexistent.  Noted  in  contrast  was  the 
solidarity  attained  and  kept  by  German  units  in  World  War  II, 
attributed  to  German  combat  leaders'  ability  to  foster  primary  group 
relationships. 

In  August  IS79,  Science  Applications,  Inc.,  published  its 
contract  study  for  the  task  force  on  organizational  development  for 


10 

Interim  Rept,  Div  86  Mobility  Task  Force,  13  Nov  79,  Vol. 

I. 
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■■•n.ill  unit  design  analysis.  Focused  on  the  tank  and  mechanized 
infantrv  companies,  13b-mm.  artillery  battery,  forward  support 
company,  and  a  combined  arms  company,  the  ronort  demonstrated  wavs 
bv  which  significant  improvements  in  unit  e!  t  ect  ivenes.s ,  including; 
resiliency  and  recovering  :  rom  combat  r  ij.it  ion.  he 

obtained.  The  study  shewed  that  units-  having  a  Inch  pi  rccntago  of 
substitutability  of  skilLs  proved  resilient  .lt'ter  battle  losses. 
Insights  were  given  about  those  precise  times  when  a  unit  could 
continue  to  fight  or  would  have  to  be  replaced.  Substitutability 
•’»  personnel  and  materiel  was  an  extremely  significant  value  in 
maintaining  high  resiliency. 

The  task  force  also  produced  a  brief  draft  of  tasks  to  be 
accomplished  during  the  soldier's  psychological  reconstitution,  with 
tasks  arranged  in  time  segments.  Another  document  covered 
redundancy  in  the  human  dimension  realm  as  it  related  to  Division 
86.11 

The  Fixed  Brigade 

Meanwhile,  th?  Fixed  Brigade  Study,  published  on  9  .July, 
recommended  further  analysis  of  specific  promising  features  for  a 
decision  in  1980.  Moreover,  TRADOC  should  consider  the  fixed  bri¬ 
gade  division  in  the  next  major  review  of  the  heavy  division.  In 
any  case,  the  fixed  brigade  would  be  briefed  to  the  Chief  of  Staff, 
Army  as  an  organizational  alternative. 

On  12  July,  the  developed  concept  was  briefed  to  General 
Starry.  Planners  saw  a  major  strength  in  the  inherent  habitual 
association  of  combat  and  support  personnel  and  units.  Disadvantages 
were  the  brigace  commander's  increased  rpan  of  control,  the  severe 
disruption  to  the  Army  Reserve  Components,  and  the  added  trauma  to 
be  expected  in  the  transition  from  ROAD.  Thus,  good  and  bad  features 
were  present;  planners  cautioned  that  suitable  analytical  tools  to 
assess  the  fixed  brigade  were  still  lacking.  Starry  thought  that 
management  by  the  brigade  of  its  own  resources  outbalanced  the  span 
of  control  problem  —  just  as  in  the  case  of  regiments  in  the 
pre-ROAD  era.  He  saw  the  idea  as  a  fertile  one,  with  which  other 
armies  also  were  experimenting  --  the  proposed  German  fixed  brigade. 
In  fact,  would  have  a  training  battalion.  The  concept  might  be 
"right"  for  the  1990s.  But  sharp  doctrinal  revision  was  implied 

n 

(1)  Lfr  ATZI-CD,  COL  Arnold  J.  Habig,  Dir  Crabt  Dev  Dir, 

'JSA  ADMC  to  Cdr,  CAC,  30  Oct  79,  subj:  1st  Interim  Rept  -  Division 
86  -  Human  Dimension  Task  Force  w/ inclosures.  (2)  Final  Rept, 
Organizational  Development  for  Small  Unit  Design  Analysis,  Science 
Applications,  Inc.,  McLean,  Va. ,  Aug  1979,  produced  for  USA  TRADOC. 


CHART  11  -  FIXED  BRIGADE 
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GENERAL  OFFICERS  WORKSHOP  III. 


CHART  12  -  FIXED  BRIGADE  -  DIVISION  BASE 
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SOURCE:  BRIEFING  PRESENTED  AT  DIVISION  86  GENERAL  OFFICERS  WORKSHOP  III. 

22-23  AUG  79.  ORGANIZATIONAL  IMPACT  Of  TASK  FORCE  SPECIAL  STUDIES, 


I 


la  a  structure  that  wouLd  reduce  the  division's  tactical  flexibility 
and  Its  ability  to  influence  support. 


Fixed  brigade  briefings  were  numerous  —  for  General  Meyer 
on  27  July,  at  the  Division  86  review  at  Fort  Leavenworth,.  12  -  13 
August,  and  at  the  GO  III  workshop  ten  days  later.  Starry  again 
called  the  fixed  brigade  an  important  future  option,  thoug..  one  for 
which  the  Army  was  not  yet  "culturally  ready."  A  major  factor  was 
the  high  cost  of  this  serai-self-contained  organization;  to  accommo¬ 
date  it  would  increase  the  Array  force  by  the  equivalent  of  a  full 
division.  What  were  the  immediate  effects  of  the  study?  At  the 
mid-August  review,  Starry  approved  two  fixed  brigade  ideas  —  a 
security  platoon  organic  to  the  brigade,  and  more  significantly, 
brigade  support  battalions  in  the  DISCOM. ^ 


The  fixed  brigade  and  the  alternative  divisior.  structure 
it  entailed  had  two  principal  features  —  direct  support  elements 
organic  to  brigades  and  combined  arms  battalions.  Corps  field 
artillery  was  organic  to  the  division.  The  fixed  brigade  concept 
facilitated  the  principle  of  "train  as  you  will  fight;  fight  as  you 
have  trained."1-’  It  focused  the  brigade  commander  on  the  central 
battle,  the  division  commander  on  force  generation  -  counter-force 
generation,  and  die  corps  commander  on  improvement  of  the  long-term 
central  battle  environment.  It  gave  each  commander  the  resources 
he  needed,  but  no  more.  The  brigade  became  the  building  block  of 
combat  power.  Charts  il  and  12  depict  the  envisioned  decentralized 
fixed  brigade  and  its  division  base. 

The  July  Conferences 

From  the  discussions  thus  far,  we  have  seen  how  Division  86 
organizational  issues  impacted  on  one  another.  We  have  also  seen 
the  direct  role  played  by  the  TRADOC  commander.  TVo  conferences  of 
July  1979,  followed  by  a  third  general  officers  workshop  in  August 
and  formal  presentation  to  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff  in  October,  tied 


12 

MFRs  TRADOC  Hist  Ofc,  1  Sep  79,  subj:  Div  86  Conference 
at  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Ind.,  12  July  1979;  30  Aug  79,  subj: 
Briefing  the  Chief  of  Staff  on  Division  86,  27  July  1979;  30  Aug  79, 
subj:  Division  86  GO  III,  22  -  23  August;  and  20  Nov  79,  subj: 
Division  86:  In-Process  Review  for  Chief  of  Staff,  Army,  General 
Meyer,  and  Army  Commanders  Conference, 

13 

Briefing,  Organizational  Impact  of  TF  Special  Studies,  Div 
86  GO  III  Workshop,  22  -  23  Aug  79. 

14 

Ibid. 
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those  efforts  toother.  iVhlli*  the  task  forces  assembled  the  organi¬ 
zations,  th o  conf ■ rentes  focused  on  the  concepts  behind  theta. 

On  7  June',  General  Starry  changed  the  Division  36  schedule 
to  include  a  pro-brief  to  i.- acral  Meyer  during  the  latter's  visit 
to  Fort  Leavenworth  on  27  .!  v.  .'Iso  added  was  a  special  conference 
on  Division  ’6  issues  at  For:  Benjamin  Harrison  on  12  July.  Sched¬ 
ulin'.;  conflicts  roved  up  tlu-  '  III  workshop  from  late  September  to 
22  -  23  August.  Level  2  org  izations  were  expected  to  be  firm  by 
27  July. 15 

Development  of  a  mult.-vear  transition  plan  to  replace  the 
ROAD  armor  and  mechanized  infan. ry  organizations  with  those  of 
Division  86  began  in  earnest.  i  this  major  undertaking,  CAC  had 
the  responsibility  to  prepare  the  transition  organizations  and  to 
determine  doctrinal  revisions  ar.d  required  skills  related  to  the 
Division  86  equipment  for  the  development  of  training  and  personnel 
programs.  In  all  of  this,  TRADOC’s  System  Managers,  task  force 
leaders,  and  schools  would  assist.  TRADOC  headquarters,  in  coordi¬ 
nation  with  the  Department  of  the  Army,  MILPERCEN,  DARCOM,  FORSCOM, 
and  U.S.  Army,  Europe,  had  the  responsibility  for  the  method  and 
timing  of  incorporating  the  new  systems  into  the  force,  as  well  as 
for  personnel  and  training  requirements. 16  plans  also  were  stepped 
up  for  CAC  to  ready  a  preliminary  Corps  86  concept  for  the  resched¬ 
uled  briefing  of  the  Army  Chief  of  Staff. 17 

The  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison  conference  on  12  July,  attended 
by  most  of  the  school  commandants,  focused  on  the  remaining  central 
issues.  Starry  stressed  that  planners,  as  they  made  choices  for 
Division  86,  had  to  eschew  tinkering.  Choices  had  to  turn  on  major 
differences  and  strikingly  different  concepts.  The  fixed  brigade 
had  significant  attractions  ir.  habitual  association  3na  training 
and  would  continue  as  a  full  effort  into  October. 

Briefing  on  a  total  artillery  alternative,  the  counterfire- 
interdiction  task  force  took  up  the  problematic  issues  of  general 
support  rocket  system  quantities,  the  need  for  a  division  target 


15 

MFR,  COL  John  R.  Greenway,  HQ  USACAC,  ATZLCA-FS,  8  Jun  79, 
subj:  Div  86  Schedule  Changes. 


16 

MFR  ATCD-PD,  24  May  79,  no  subject. 

17 

(1)  Memo  ATZLCA-FS.  COL  John  R.  Greenway  to  MG  Mahaffey, 

6  Jun  79,  subj:  Corps  86  Concept  Development.  (2)  The  Corps  86 
directive  was  published  on  16  August  —  Itr  ATCD-AN,  General  Starry 
to  Cdr,  USACAC  and  Ft.  Leavenworth,  16  Aug  79,  subj:  Cmbt  Dev  Study 
Directive:  Corps  86. 
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acquisition  battalion  (OTAB),  maintenance,  and  the  insufficiently 
resilient  fire  support  teams.  General  Merritt,  the  Field  Artillery 
School  conmandant,  urged  acceptance  ot  maintenance  batteries  anu  a 
DTAB,  and  these  were  approved.  The  SGTAS  and  ground  surveillance 
radar  special  studies  had  not  yet  been  reported  —  deferring  a  final 
decision  on  the  field  artillery  concept.  A  field  artillery  "game 
plan"  for  analyzing,  "seeing  deep,"  responding,  and  interdicting 
was  still  lacking. 

The  competing  Armor  School  and  TRADOC  views  of  the  air 
cavalry  attack  brigade  clashed  head-on.  Following  vigorous  debate. 
General  Starry  chose  the  smaller  TRALOC  version  tor  Level  2  and  the 
Armor  School  version  for  Level  3.  The  organizational  and  opera¬ 
tional  concept  had  still  to  spell  out  attack  helicopter  use  in  op¬ 
erations  across  the  forward  edge  of  the  battle  area,  suppression  of 
enemy  air  defense,  and  counterfire  tasks.  Also  lacking  was  how  the 
ACAB  might  function  as  a  fourth  maneuver  control  headquarters,  in¬ 
cluding  roles  of  interdiction,  covering  force,  rear  area  tasks,  and 
as  reserve. 

The  battle  management  concept,  continuing  in  development, 
focused  on  hew  best  to  deal  with  the  second  echelon.  Starry 
affirmed  support  of  a  separate,  second  echelon  battle  team.  He 
directed  further  delineation  of  the  role  of  this  .aide  team,  laying 
stress  on  the  time  dimension  factor  in  interdiction.  Endeavors  with 
the  U.S.  Air  Force  Tactical  Air  Command  in  the  air- land  realm  were 
on  course;  planners  were  directed  to  continue  improving  an  air 
request  system  for  interdiction. 18 

On  27  July,  Starry  and  the  task  force  planners  briefed 
General  Meyer  comprehensively  on  Division  86  —  rationale,  strategic 
framework,  method,  fighting  concept,  background  in  the  Division 
Restructuring  Evaluation,  the  fixed  brigade  alternative,  and  the 
Division  86  concept  of  battle  management.  Also  presented  was  the 
impact  in  terms  of  total  Army  force  assessment,  the  transition  plan 
to  1986,  and  the  tentative  agenda  for  presentation  of  the  objective 
heavy  division  at  the  1979  Army  Commanders  Conference  following  the 
formal  October  review  with  General  Meyer. 

The  Level  2  division  was  presented  to  General  Meyer  in  its 
6  armor  -  4  mech  battalion  version.  Its  strength  of  19,370  was 
slightly  less  than  the  19,427  of  the  updated  H-series  C  division. 


18 

(l)  MFR,  TRADOC  Hist  Ofc,  1  Sep  79,.subj: 
Conference  at  Fort  Benjamin  Harrison,  Ind.  ,  12  July 
19'.744Z  Jul  79,  Cdr  USACAC  to  distr,  subj:  Results 
Conference  -  12  July  79, 
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PROJECr  FUTURE 

SOURCE  BRIE  f  IN(»  PRi  >  •  VI'O  l()  GFnF'mi  V 

DEDICAfED  TEAM  CHIEF  OF  ST Af  >  ,'<MY  BATTLE  MANA 


Table  11  -  PERSONNEL  IMPACTS 


(Program  vs  Division  86) 


• 

INCREASES 

•  12  DIVISION  TOTAL 

•  UNITS 

+7,292  (606  AVG) 

•  AVIATION 

+3,012  (+251  AVG) 

•  155  FA 

+3,013  (+251  AVG) 

•  ADA 

+2,417  (+201  AVG) 

•  MAINT  BN 

+4,750  (+396  AVG) 

»  CEWI  (  -SEMA) 

•  PERSONNEL 

+1,656  (+138  AVG) 

•  OFFICERS 

+1,795  (+150  AVG) 

•  ENLISTED 

+5,497  (+458  AVG) 

'  E1-E4  -  2Z 

E5-E6  +  14%  E7-E9  +  6Z 

• 

DECREASES 

•  UNITS 

•  DIV/BDE  HHC 

-1,358  (-114  AVG) 

•  MECH/INF  BN 

-8,532  (-711  AVG) 

Source;  Briefing  presented  to  General  Meyer,  Chief  of 

Staff,  Army,  Force  and  Program  Impact  Assessment, 
27  Jul  79  (CONFIDENTIAL  -  Info  used  is  UNCLAS¬ 
SIFIED). 
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Table  12  -- 

ORGANIZATIONAL  IMPACTS 
(Program  vs  Division  86) 


•  12  AIR  CAV  AIK  3DES  REPLACE  12  CBT  AVN  BN 
(13  ATK  CO)  &  8  AIR  CAV  TRP 

•  INCREASES 

•  69  MORE  MANEUVER  COS  (1 71  INC) 

•  165  MORE  TANK  PIT  (2 71  INC) 

•  42  MORE  INF  PIT  AND  125  MORE  FIGHTING  TEAMS 
(7Z  INC) 


DECREASES 


17  FEWER  MANEUVER  BNS  (12Z  DEC) 
*  2  LESS  RO  BNS  (14X  DEC) 


Source:  Briefing  presented  to  General  Meyer,  Chief  of 

Staff,  Army,  Force  and  Program  Impact  Assessment, 
27  Jul  79  (CONFIDENTIAL  --  Info  used  is  UNCLASS- 
FIED). 


Table  13  -  EQUIPMENT  IMPACTS 
(Program  vs  Division  86) 


•  TOTAL  DIVISION 


•  I  M 


INCREASES 


DECREASES 


IFV  (101) 


XM1  (12) 


•  4.2  (287.) 


•  CFV  (112) 


8  IN  (33%) 


I TV  (452) 


155  (122) 


*  81  (1092) 


DIVAD  (1002) 


•  CHAP  (332) 


•  HEL  (452) 


VULCAN  (1092) 


AGTELIS  CP  (1002) 
AGTELIS  OS  (332) 


COMPANY  LEVEL 

INCREASES 

•  XM1  (52) 

•  IFV  (102) 


Source:  Briefing  presented  to  General  Meyer,  Chief  of 

Staff,  Army,  Force  and  Program  Impact  Assessment, 
27  Jul  79  (CONFIDENTIAL  --  Info  used  is  UNCLASS¬ 
IFIED). 


Shortcomings  were  acknowledged.  Air  defense  command-control  was 
inadequate  and  DISCOM  installations  lacked  proper  protection, 

DIVARTY  could  not  adequately  meet  its  counterfire  and  interdiction 
missions,  and  the  division  fire  support  team  capability  lacked 
strength.  The  NBC  company  had  no  decontamination  capability  for 
equipment  and  only  60  percent  of  chat  required  for  personnel.  I'he 
DISCOM  was  short  in  automotive  and  repair  capabilities,  truck  drivers, 
ar.d  supply  transportation.  Somewhat  further  developed,  die  battle 
management  concept  emphasized  "countervalue"  targeting  based  on  the 
military  value  of  the  enemy  target.  The  Division  86  planners  be¬ 
lieved  that  the  battle  management  concept  introduced  decidedly  stronger 
capabilities  for  dealing  simultaneously  with  the  central  battle  and 
the  second  echelon  battle  (Chart  '3  ) . 

P'anners  outlined  the  tremendous  impact  the  new  division 
would  have  on  the  total  Army  force  and  program  through  1986  by 
comparing  the  current  tank  and  mech  division  force  with  the  same 
number  of  Level  2  Division  86  organizations.  Issues  here  involved 
activation  and  elimination  schedules;  planned  light  division  to  mech 
division  conversion;  modernisation  priorities  and  costs;  decisions 
on  major  programs  such  as  the  XM1  tank  and  the  infantry  and  cavalry 
fighting  vehicles;  round-out  units  and  the  Reserves  issue;  and  avi¬ 
ation  resources.  The  increases  and  decreases  in  personnel,  organi¬ 
zations,  and  equipment  in  the  Level  2  division  are  at  Tables  l l , 

12,  and  _I_3.  There  would  be  modifications  for  the  final  objective 
division,  wnich  was  expected  to  include  some  larger,  Level  3 
organizations.  — 

Thorough  transition  planning  and  execution  was  essential. 
TRADOC’s  plan  was  to  produce  an  outline  that  included  the  year-by¬ 
year  transition,  a  determination  of  doctrine  and  training  revisions, 
and  a  force  and  program  impact  assessment.  The  next  stage  would  be 
completion  of  a  plan  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  and  the  major 
commands  for  production  and  acquisition,  fielding,  deployment, 
stationing,  military  constructlbn  implications,  readiness  activities, 
Reserve  Components  impact,  logistical  support,  and  personnel 
programs. 

TRADOC  planners  believed  that  acceptance  of  Division  86 
would  turn  on  several  issues.  The  increased  cost  in  personnel  was 
Incontestable,  but  the  division's  malor  weapon  systems,  with  trade¬ 
offs,  were  within  programed  levels.  While  the  number  of  maneuver 
companies  would  increase,  that  of  maneuver  battalions  would  decrease. 

The  second  echelon  was  a  problem  clearly  'requiring  new  and  revised 
doctrine,  organization,  and  equipment.  The  ACABs  would  precipitate  an 
Arr.y-widc  redistribution  of  helicopters.  CSS  and  ability  to  sustain 
the  force  remained  serious  problems.  Endorsing  the  prevle.w  of  Division 
86  in  general  terms,  General  Meyer  Indicated  future  Department  of  the 
Army  support  and  Involvement  in  the  Division  86  work  in  air-land 
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issues.  The  27  July  conference  also  saw  Department  of  the  Army 
agreement  to  absorb  formally  the  Division  Restructuring  Evaluation 
into  Division  86.19 

The  Fort  Leavenworth  Workshop 

Events  now  hastened  toward  completion  of  the  concepts  and 
organizations  of  the  objective  division.  As  most  of  the  special 
studies  reached  an  end,  the  third  general  officers  workshop  convened 
at  Fort  Leavenworth,  22  -  23  August. 

Operational  Concept 

As  now  refined,  the  operational  concept  of  Division  86  was 
depicted  as  an  air-land  battle  whose  tenets  were  the  active  defense 
to  stop  attack,  disruption  of  follow-on  echelons,  protection  of  rear 
areas,  and  destruction  of  the  enemy  by  offensive  action. 

Defense  principles  were  to  "see  deep",  attack  in  depth, 
concentrate  combat  power  at  the  decisive  time  and  place,  finish 
rapidly,  support  forward,  reconstitute  forces,  and  continuous 
operations. 

Out  beyond  the  covering  force  existed  the  deep  battle  area 
where  enemy  massing  was  identified  for  second  echelon  disruption,  delay, 
and  attrition,  and  where  the  enemy's  C3,  electronic  warfare,  artillery, 
and  air  defense  were  suppressed  and  his  capability  to  sustain  disrupted. 
In  the  covering  force  area,  enemy  intentions  were  determined  as  the 
above  functions  continued.  In  the  main  division  battle  area,  the 
main  and  supporting  attacks  were  identified  and  combat  power  was 
maneuvered  to  reinforce  terrain,  suppress  artillery  and  air  defense 
and  to  blunt  and  break  down  the  enemy  attack.  Here  the  battle  was 
sustained,  as  opportunities  for  the  offense  were  sought.  Priorities 
in  the  rear  area  were  defense  against  airborne,  airmobile,  and  am¬ 
phibious  attack,  and  sabotage;  the.  positioning  of  C3,  logistical, 
and  reconstitution  units;  forward  air  operating  activities;  and  in¬ 
terallied  coordination. 

It  was  the  corps'  responsibility  to  coordinate  the  air-land 
battle  and  operations  with  allies.  The  corps  fought  the  first  eche¬ 
lon  army  and  its  second  echelon  contingents.  The  division  executed 
the  battle  in  depth,  fighting  the  first  echelon  enemy  division  while 
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(1)  Briefings  presented  to  CSA,  General  Meyer,  27  Jul  79, 
Ft  Leavenworth,  Kans.  (CONFIDENTIAL  —  Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED). 
(2)  MFR,  TRADOC  Hist  Ofc,  30  Aug  75,  subj :  Briefing  the  Chief  of 
Staff  on  Division  86,  27  July  1979. 


CHART  14  -  DIVISION  COMMAND  POSTS 
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SOURCE  BRIE (  ING  PRESENTED  AJ  THE  GENERAL  OFFICERS  WORKSHOP  III  22  2 3  AUG  79  BAMIE  MANAGEMENT. 


CHART  15  -  DIVISION  MAIN  COMMAND  POST 


SOURCE  BRIEFING  PRESENTED  AT  THE  GENERAL  OFFICERS  WORKSHOP  III. 
22  23  AUG  79.  BATTLE  MANAGEMENT. 


Table  14  - 

BATTLEFIELD  COORDINATION  TEAM 


•  MAINTAIN  CURRENT  AND  PROJECTED  VIEW  OF  THE  WHOLE 
BATTLE 

-  CENTRAL  BATTLE 

-  FOLLOW-ON  ECHELONS 

•  MAINTAIN  ACCURATE  AND  PROJECTED  VIEW  OF  FRIENDLY 
CAPABILITIES 

•  DEVELOP  24-HOUR  PLAN  FOR  DIVISION  WHICH  IS  BEST 

COMBINATION  OF: 

-  INTERDICTION  STRATEGY 

-  REPOSITIONING  OF  MANEUVER  FORCES 

-  ELECTRONIC  WARFARE 

-  LOGISTIC  ALLOCATION 

-  RECONSTITUTION  PRIORITY 

•  COMMUNICATE  APPROVED  PLAN  TO  IMPLEMENTING  ELEMENTS 

•  MONITOR  EXECUTION 

•  CONTINUALLY  UPDATE  PLAN 


Source:  Briefing  presented  at  the  General  Officers 
Workshop  II I,  22  -  23  Aug  79,  Battle  Manage¬ 
ment. 


104 


concurrentlv  disrupting  cho  following  echelons.  Functions  by  division 
command  post  are  nt  Chart  1  , 

The  central  battle  and  second  echelon  battle  were  seen  as 
an  integrated  whole.  The  division  commander  had  to  acquire  targets, 
project  the  impact  of  the  arriving  second  echelon,  detail  targets 
for  nuclear  attack.,  and  maneuver  against  second  echelon  torces, 
but  che  division  commander's  capacity  to  anticipate  and  prepare  as 
the  battle  progressed  was  just  as  important.  Involved  in  this  were 
repositioning  forces,  allocating  combat  support  and  combat  service 
support,  reconstituting  systems  and  units,  and  altering  plans  in 
the  central  battle.  The  concept  for  the  division  main  post,  con¬ 
taining  principal  second  echelon  battle  responsibilities,  is  at 
Chart  15  .  A  battle  coordination  team  with  wider  responsibilities 
(Table  IV)  now  replaced  the  second  echelon  team.  Responsibilities 
q£  the  fire  support  element  at  division  main  are  depicted  at  Table 
15  . 


There  were  several  main  things  still  lacking  in  the 
Division  86  operational  concept.  Hie  tactics  of  conducting  con¬ 
current  battles  needed  working  out.  Air-land  battle  coordination 
and  joint  operations  were  a  major  task  ahead.  The  division's  vul¬ 
nerable  and  marginal  C3-lntelligencc  capability  required  more 
attention.  Planners  felt  that  the  division  had  to  be  better  prepared 
to  suoply,  evacuate,  replace,  and  hold  up  in  intense  battle.  Another 
need  was  a  better  delineation  of  principles  of  the  offense  in  division 
operations.  Further,  the  operational  concept  required  a  systematic 
approach  to  countering  the  enet  ..'th  nuclear  and  chemical  weapons. 
Finally,  the  principle  of  Interoperability  with  Allied  nations  had 
still  to  be  worked  out  in  such  vital  operations  as  interdiction  and 
reconstitution. 

The  RACO  and  GSR  Studies 


Rear  Area  Combat  Operations.  The  enemy's  considerable  air¬ 
mobile  and  airborne  capability  and  the  U.S.  doctrine  of  concentration 
forward  had  spotlighted  the  problem  of  protection  and  combat  in  the 
rear  area.  General  Starry  had.  In  April  1 9 79 ,  directed  CACDA  to 
study  these  Issues,  and  results  were  reported  at  the  GO  III  workshop. 
The  study  considered  both  an  on-order  reaction  force  and  a  dedicated 
RACO  brigade.  The  air  cavalry  attack  squadron,  cavalrv  squadrons, 
mech-armor  task  forces,  MP  comoan ies,  Special  Forces,  and  combinations 
thereof  were  examined  against  various  levels  of  the  enemy  threat. 

MPs  could  take  care  of  threats  of  less  than  battalion  size,  the  study 
concluded,  but  airmobile  and  airborne  attacks  would  require  an  on-order 
force  of  3  air  cavalry  attack  squadrons  and  other  units.  Planners 
preferred  a  dedicated  force  and  2  mechanized  battalions,  1  infantrv 
battalion,  and  1  air  cavalry  attack  squadron.  By  concept,  the  deputy 
corps  commander  managed  the  rear  area  battle  protection  force,  and 
the  division  commander  managed  that  part  of  the  battle  occurring  In 
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the  division  rear  sector.  A  dedicated  RACO  force  was  needed  — 
this  was  a  Corps  86  design  issue.  The  exact  functions  of  a  rear 
battle  team  and  the  composition  of  the  rear  area  forces  had  yet  to 
be  precisely  defined. 

Ground  Surveillance  Radars.  Ongoing  study  of  division 
ground  surveillance  radars  had  deLayed  Division  86  structuring. 

This  important  study,  which  was  reported  at  the  third  workshop, 
concluded  that  GSRs  for  use  in  maneuver,  artillery,  intelligence, 
and  helicopter  detection,  with  links  for  instantaneous  display  of 
collected  data,  were  needed  at  the  rate  of  one  per  maneuver  battalion 
and  cavalry  squadron  to  complement  che  airborne  SOTAS  system.  For 
the  GSRs,  rhe  SOTAC  ground  stations  might  provide  the  required  links. 
Eleven  short  range  and  3  medium  range  radars  and  1  long  range  radar 
were  recommended  for  the  division.  Planners  recommended  a  linked-up 
GSR  system  tentatively  placed  in  the  division  target  acquisition 
battalion,  with  final  placement  to  be  dependent  on  SOTAS  study 
findings  in  late  1979. 

Force  Structure  Trade-off  Analysis 

CAC  reported  on  the  first  group  of  a  series  of  force  struc¬ 
ture  trade-off  analyses.  These  analyses  measured  balances  between 
Division  86  maneuver  and  artillery  units,  forward  deployed  air  defense 
and  survivability  of  armor  systems,  major  consumption  units  and  the 
ability  to  resupply  them,  and  the  impact  of  enemy  attack  helicopters 
on  the  1985  battlefield.  Analysis  employed  a  modified  JIFFY  wargame 
and  an  ammunition  resupply  model  with  a  modified  Europe  III  scenario. 

Major  findings  indicated  that  division  artillery  should  be 
strengthened  in  preference  to  maneuver  units,  and  it  was  better  to 
strengthen  air  defense  than  target  servicing.  In  the  matter  of 
ammunition  resupply,  support  of  artillery  provided  the  greatest  in¬ 
crease  in  division  capability.  The  current  organization  and  opera¬ 
tional  concept  for  ammunition  transfer  points  appeared  adequate. 

The  resupply  solution  called  for  more  trucks.  uelicopter  resupply 
of  155-mm.  units  was  essential  to  meet  the  requirements  of  intensive 
battle. 

CAC  concluded  that  the  organizations  analyzed  were  fairly 
well  balanced.  Improvements,  in  ordar  of  preference,  were  to  Increase 
logistical  support  to  artillery,  increase  specific  air  defense  capa¬ 
bilities,  and  increase  the  counterfire  system.  Much  more  force  struc¬ 
ture  trade-off  analysis  in  the  other  critical  tasks  of  Division  86 
was  planned  through  ’980. 

Robustneas-Resl 1 lency-Redundancy 

The  time  had  come  to  draw  conclusions  on  the  special  subject 
of  "R3"  —  the  ability  of  a  unit  to  withstand  attrition  and  cake  part 
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CHART  16  -  LEVEL  2  DIVISION 

(AUGUST  1979) 
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in  continuous  operations  and  still  fight  effectively  in  the  central 
battle.  Most  additions  were  in  personnel,  and  these  were  in  terms 
of  individuals  rather  than  augmentation  units  or  teams.  Require¬ 
ments  established  to  permit  operations  for  up  to  48  hours  of  con¬ 
tinuous  combat  totaled  254  for  the  division  —  52  staff  personnel, 

47  fuel-ammunition  drivers,  102  ammunition  handlers,  and  53  equip¬ 
ment  operators.  Sixty-three  additional  personnel  were  needed  to 
replace  critical  combat  losses  —  30  target  designation  personnel. 

29  recovery  vehicle  operators,  and  3  medics. 

TRADOC  Approves  the  Objective  Division 

Adjustments  had  been  made  to  the  Level  2  division  since 
late  July.  With  6  armor  and  4  mechanized  infantry  battalions,  its 
strength  at  this  point  was  19,636  (Chart  16  ) .  As  had  been  noted 
to  the  Chief  of  Staft  in  July,  some  Level  2  organizations  had 
distinct  deficiencies,  particularly  the  air  defense,  DIVARTY,  and 
DISCOM  organizations  and  the  NBC  company.  The  signal  battalion  was 
also  deficient,  lacking  a  forward  area  signal  center  for  the  ACA3 
and  adequate  tactical  command  post  communications.  There  was  con¬ 
cern  that  the  division  was  deficient  for  the  nuclear  contingency. 

■  Approving  the  objective  division.  General  Starry  accepted 
the  signal  battalion  at  890  and  the  air  defense  structure  at  838. 

He  approved  the  DISCOM  with  brigade  support  battalions  and  placed 
the  NBC  company  in  DISCOM  (NBC  platoons  organic  to  brigades  were 
to  be  further  examined).  Starry  directed  other  changes  and  final 
analyses  as  noted  in  the  task  force  discussions.  Decisions  and 
guidance  issued  at  the  GO  III  workshop  were  confirmed  by  message 
on  28  August.^0  The  changes  were  to  be  worked  out  in  the  ensuing 
final  weeks  as  the  objective  division  was  put  together  for  formal 
presentation  on  18  October  to  General  Meyer. 

Preparations  toward  assembling  a  Division  86  transition 
plan  also  moved  forward  at  the  Fort  Leavenworth  workshop.  Organiza¬ 
tional  charts  down  to  section  -  squad  level,  with  full  personnel  and 
systems  information  and  scheduled  doctrinal  revisions,  were  to  be 
submitted  to  CAC  by  15  October  1979.  Current  doctrinal  literature 
would  be  maintained  up  to  1981  with  appendixes  published  for  Division 
86  equipment,  organizations,  and  tactics.  New  literature  to  accompany 
1986  doctrine  would  be  published  during  1981-83,  with  appendixes  for 
current  doctrine  still  valid.  Doctrinal  literature  would  be  revised 
as  necessary  during  1983-85. 
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Preparations  also  began  for  the  next  major  organizational 
study,  Corps  86.  Development  would  follow  the  Division  86  patter'' 

—  formulation,  objective  corps  development,  and  evaluation  and 
synthesis.  General  officer  workshops  would  guide  the  effort  toward 
an  approved  objective  corps  in  late  1980.  i'hc  announced  light 
division  study  would  employ  the  9th  Infantry  Division  as  an  organi¬ 
zational  model. 

Near-Term  Improvements  co  the  Current  Division 

A  side  purpose  of  Division  86  was  to  mark  out  those  im¬ 
provements  to  the  current  H-series  division  that  suggested  themselves 
during  the  Division  36  effort.  Both  the  Division  Restructuring 
Evaluation  and  Division  86  produced  worLhy  suggestions.  Many,  if 
not  most,  however,  carried  significant  dislocating  costs  in  stationing, 
grade  structures,  and  equipment  acquisition  schedules.  These  costs 
had  to  be  balanced  against  benefits  in  the  interval  till  Division  86 
became  a  reality.  Some  were  dependent  on  arrival  of  the  new  equipment. 
For  these  reasons,  some  potential  improvements  were  disapproved  and 
others  deferred.  A  few  were  recommended  by  the  Division  86  task 
forces  for  incorporation  into  the  current  force  —  8-gun  direct 
support  batteries  and  the  REAP 21  engineer  battalion  (both  approved 
already  by  the  Department  of  the  Army),  consolidation  of  mortars  in 
the  tank  and  mechanized  battalions,  NBC  company  increases  to  the 
Division  86  standard,  and  strengthened  ammunition  transfer  points. 

The  4-company  battalion  and  the  4-tank  platoon,  and  the  8-gun  general 
support  battery  and  target  acquisition  battalion  —  all  with  their 
potential  stationing  problems  —  were  deferred  until  completion  of 
the  Division  86  transition  plan.  Consolidation  of  REDEYE  missiles 
in  air  defense  had  already  been  implemented  provisionally  in  some 
units,  but  mobility,  survivability,  and  a  concept  of  employment  were 
still  under  study,  and  further  consolidation  was  deferred  pending 
Division  8c  analysis.  Implementation  of  any  of  these  changes  to  be 
approved  by  the  Department  of  the  Army  to  the  H-3eries  TOEs  would  be 
carried  through  by  the  consolidated  change  tables  published  annually. 22 


21 

REAF:  Revised  Engineer  Active  Force.  See  above,  Ch.  IV, 

p.  65. 
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(1)  Briefings  presented  at  the  Division  86  Geneijl  Officer 
Workshop  III,  22  -  23  Aug  79,  Ft  Leavenworth,  (Cans.  (CONFIDENTIAL  -- 
Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED) .  (2)  MFR,  TPADOC  Hist  Ofc,  30  Aug  79, 

subj:  Division  86  GO  III,  22  -  23  August  1979, 
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Chapter  VI 


THE  CHIEF  OF  STAFF  DECIDES 


Organization  of  the  Objective  Division 

On  18  October  the  objective  heavy  division  (Chart  1 7  ) 
approved  by  the  TRADOC  commandei  at  the  GO  III  workshop  and  as 
changed  in  accordance  with  his  guidance  since  was  presented  to  the 
Army  Chief  of  Stafi  by  Colonel  Greenway  of  the  CAC  Division  86  tasl 
force. 


Manned  at  19,855  in  its  anr.or-heavy  configuration  of  6 
tank  and  4  mech  battalions,  the  division  fielded  battalions  of  581 
and  882  personnel,  respectively.  The  tank  and  mechanized  battalions 
shared  concepts  of  greater  firepower,  mobility,  and  protection; 
tactical  flexibility;  a  common  base;  a  forward  oriented  logistics 
system;  decentralized  maintenance;  and  an  increased  ammunition 
resupply  capability. 

The  tank  battalion  (Chart  ^8)  fielded  58  XM1  tanks  in  4 
maneuver  companies  of  three  4-tank  platoons  each.  Its  six  107-mm. 
mortars  were  consolidated  in  the  battalion  headquarters  and  head¬ 
quarters  company,  along  with  a  scout  platoon.  The  mechanized 
battalion  (Chart  19)  fielded  4  maneuver  companies,  each  of  3  pla¬ 
toons  of  three  9-man  squads  mounted  in  infantry  fighting  vehicles. 

An  outstanding  feature  of  the  mechanized  battalion  was  the  separate 
antitank  guided  missile  company  of  12  improved  TOW  vehicles.  The 
battalion  also  consolidated  six  107-mm.  mortars  and  a  scout  platoon 
at  battalion.  Equipped  with  55  Infantry  and  6  cavalry  fighting 
vehicles,  12  improved  TOW  vehicles,  and  6  mortars,  the  battalion 
realized  a  commitment  by  the  Army  to  fully  mechanized  infantry. 

fhe  division's  air  cavalry  attack  brigade  united  all 
divisional  aviation  and  constituted  a  fourth  maneuver  control  head¬ 
quarters  within  the  division  (Chart  ?0  ) ♦  A  1,336-man  organization 
with  134  aircraft,  including  48  attack  and  44  scout  helicopters, 
it  was  a  powerful  new  division  force.  The  ACAB  separated  fighters 
and  supporters  between  2  air  cavalry  attack  squadrons  of  4  troops 
each,  and  a  combat  support  aviation  battalion  containing  the 
d. vision's  12-aircraft  company  of  special  electronic  mission  SOTAS 
and  QUICKFIX  aircraft,  a  transportation  aircraft  maintenance  company, 
and  a  command  aviation  company. 

The  3,516-man  DIVARTY,  with  seventy-two  155-mm.  howitzers, 
sixteen  8-inch  howitzers,  and  9  general  support  rocket  system _ 


CHART  18  -  TANK  BATTALION 
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CHART  19  -  MECHANIZED  INFANTRY  BATTALION 
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•SOURCE  BRIEFING  IN  PROCESS  REVIEW  OF  DIV  86 
FOR  GENERAL  MEYER  18  OCT  79 
(CONFIDENTIAL  INFO  USED  IS  UNCLASSIFIED) 


CHART  20  -  AIR  CAVALRY  ATTACK  BRIGADE 
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SOURCE:  BRIEFING.  IN-PROCESS  REVIEW  OF  DIV  86  UH  — 16 
FOR  GENERAL  MEYER.  18  OCT  79 
(CONFIDENTIAL  -  INFO  USED  IS  UNCLASSIFIED). 


CHART  22  -  RECONNAISSANCE  SQUADRON 
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CHART  24 

AIR  DEFENSE  ARTILLERY  BATTALION 
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BRIEFING  in  PROCESS  REVIEW  OF  D!V  86 
FOR  GENERAL  MEYER  18  OCT  79 
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The  DIVARTY'1:  t..rgot  acquisition  battalion  was  a  umcti.nnl  expan¬ 
sion,  with  its  3  remote  1 v  piloted  vehicles,  three  Q36  nor Car- locat in 
and  two  Q  3  7  art  il  lory-locat  ini;  radar,. ,  14  linked  ground  radars,  and 
3  field  artillery  meteorological  acquisition  systems.  \s  compared 
to  its  ROAD  equivalent,  tiie  now  DIVARTY  offered  increased  firepower 
and  range,  better  survivability  and  C3,  .aid  an  enhanced  counrcr- 
mortar-eounterbatterv  capability.  It  employed  decentralized  main¬ 
tenance.  Division  artillery  would  be  habitually  reinforc'd  bv  a 
corps  1 ield  artillery  brigade. 

The  reconnaissance  squadron  had  a  more  limited  mission 
and  smaller  structure  than  its  ROAD  predecessor.  An  organization 
for  reconnaissance,  surveiilance,  and  economy  of  force,  with  no 
aerial  unit,  it  had  499  men  and  44  XM3  cavalry  fighting  vehicles 
(Chart  22  ) .  Finch  of  the  squadron's  3  recon  troops  of  14  CFVs  and 
two  107-mm.  mortars  contained  two  6-CFV  scout  platoons  and  a  motor¬ 
cycle  platoon.  Headquarters  and  headquarters  troops  encompassed 
a  sensor  platoon  with  a  SOTAS  ground  station  and  5  short-range 
radars,  and  a  NBC  reconnaissance  platoon. 

The  378-man  CEWI  battalion  included  the  division’s  important 
surveillance  -  fusion  capabilities,  It  provided  division  control 
and  management;  general  support  in  interrogators,  jamming,  and 
operations  security  support;  and  direct  dissemination  of  data  to 
central  battle  fighters  in  the  tactical  command  post,  brigade, 
DIVARTY,  and  reconnaissance  squadron  with  equipment  as  shown  on 
Chart  23  The  CEWI  battalion  retained  operational  control  over 
the  SEMA  company. 

The  air  defense  artillery  battalion,  at  338  personnel, 
fielded  36  DIVAD  guns  and  24  improved  Chaparrals  (Chart  24  )  and 
was  stronger  than  the  final  Level  2  organization.  As  noted  earlier, 
the  battalion's  44  STINGER  teams  all  were  assigned  to  the  division 
rear,  22  to  each  of  the  2  Chaparral-STINGER  batteries.  The 
battalion's  3  DIVAD  batteries  were  assigned  habitually  in  direct 
support,  one  to  each  brigade.  Automated  equipment  provided  target 
identification  and  location  data  to  the  fire  units. 

The  engineer  battalion,  put  together  on  principles  of 
improved  mobility,  capability  at  lowest  organizational  levels. 


CHART  25  -  ENGINEER  BATTALION 
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The  objective  division's  signal  battalion,  890  strong, 
did  not  depart  significantly  from  its  ROAD  equivalent,  but  Its 
assets  were  centralized  and  it  fielded  increased  multichannel 
communications.  The  small  lib-man  military  police  company  consisted 
of  two  Ml’  platoons  whose  duties  were  limited  to  division  rear 
operations  of  circulation  control,  security  for  the  CEWI  battalion 
and  division  command  post,  and  the  prisoner  of  war  collection  point. 
This  arrangement  left  the  division  dependent  on  "orps  MPs  for  rear 
area  combat  operations,  law  enforcement,  movements  of  division  size, 
and  division  evacuation  of  enemy  POWs. 

The  support  command,  at  3,462  retained  most  of  the  con¬ 
ventional  DISCOM  base.  The  significant  change  was  the  molding  of 
critical  battlefield  support  functions  into  three  brigade  support 
battalions  (Chart  17 ) .  The  DISCOM  had  a  built-in  flexibility  to 
respond  to  rhe  requirements  of  intensive  battle.  The  supply  and 
transportation  battalion  (311)  featured  forward  supply  distribution 
and  increased  fueling  capability;  an  increased  reliance  on  corps 
transportation  support  was  required.  This  battalion  contained  the 
N'PC  company.  The  maintenance  battalion  (739)  was  now  geared  to 
the  fix  forward  philosophy;  logistics  were  weapon  svstem  oriented. 
This  organization  had  an  acknowledged  limited  equipment  evacuation 
capability.  The  medical  battalion,  most  of  its  assets  now  dispersed 
to  the  three  brigade  support  battalions,  retained  a  strength  of  165. 
The  forward  units  provided  forward  medical  treatment  and  evacuation, 
while  the  battalion  attended  units  in  the  support  area  and  provided 
consultation  and  optical  services  for  the  whole  division  and  a 
160-cot  holding  capability.  The  AG  (228)  and  Finance  (86)  companies 
were  about  20  percent  smaller  than  their  ROAD  counterparts. 

The  brigade  support  battalions  were  the  innovative  DISCOM 
feature.  Kllminating  the  old  forward  area  support  coordination 
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Table  16  - 

PERSONNEL  IMPACT  SUMMARY 
11  HEAVY  DIVISIONS 


•  INCREASES 


#  11  DIVISION  TOTAL 

+21,452 

(1950) 

•  UNITS 

TANK 

+  2,613 

(238) 

SIGNAL 

+  2,533 

(230) 

AVN 

+  3,002 

(273) 

ENGR 

+  2,012 

(183) 

ARTY 

+  6,829 

(620) 

ADA 

+  2,859 

(259) 

DISCOM  &  NBC 

+10,207 

(928) 

DECREASES 

•  MECH  BN 

-  6,971 

(  -639) 

Source:  Briefing,  In-Process  Review  of  Div  86  for 

General  Meyer,  13  Oct  79  (CONFIDENTIAL  —  In*o 
used  is  UNCLASSIFIED). 
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officers,  they  consolidated  forward  support  elements  in  brigade  - 
dedicated  battalions.  Two  of  the  3  battalions  were  set  at  a  strength 
of  477,  the  third  at  514.  Consolidated  in  the  battalion's  supply 
company  were  ammunition  transfer  points,  POL,  major  item  issue, 
rations,  and  transportation.  The  forward  maintenance  company  handled 
direct  support  forward  maintenance,  forward  repr-.r,  repair  parts 
supply,  and  missile  maintenance.  The  battalion's  medical  company 
had  responsibility  for  forward  medical  treatment,  evacuation,  and 
supply.  The  headquarters  detachment  of  the  brigade  support  battalion 
executed  the  brigade  C3  mission. 

(U)  Accompanying  studies  revealed  in  detail  the  tremendous 

impact  of  Division  86  on  the  Army  force  structure.  The  larger  issues 
were  activation  and  elimination  schedules,  planned  light  division  to 
mech  division  conversion,  modernization  priorities  and  costs,  de¬ 
cisions  on  major  programs  such  as  the  infantry  and  cavalry  fighting 
vehicles,  round-out  units  and  the  Reserves,,  and  an  Army-wide  redis¬ 
tribution  of  helicopters.  Planners  estimated  the  total  manpower 
increase  for  an  11-heavy-division  force  at  over  21,000  additional 
personnel.  This  increase  is  summarized  by  principal  arm  and  sup¬ 
port  function  in  Table  1J>.  Equipment  costs,  though  unavoidably 
higher,  were  within  1980s  programed  levels. 

Corps  86  and  the  Light  Division 

TRADOC  also  outlined  plans  for  the  Corps  86  Study  to  Gene¬ 
ral  Meyer.  The  purpose  of  the  study  was  to  develop  the  most  combat 
effective  organization  for  the  Army's  heavy  corps  in  1986,  along 
with  operational  concepts  that  integrated  the  new  weapon  systems 
and  interacted  with  Division  86  and  with  echelons  above  corps. 

Corps  86  would  be  a  force  of  three  and  two-thirds  divisions  (expand¬ 
able  to  five)  fighting  in  conventional  and  NBC  environments.  The 
special  focuses  of  the  study  were  covering  force  operations,  rear 
area  combat  operations,  the  second  echelon  battle,  and  air-land 
operations.  Unit  resiliency  and  the  interaction  of  the  combat 
service  support,  communications,  and  intelligence  systems  of  Divi¬ 
sion  86,  Corps  86,  and  echelons  above  corps  would  be  emphasized.  A 
first  workshop  was  set  for  February  1980  (Chart  26) . 

The  Light  Division  Study  wan  to  develop  the  most  combat 
effective  organization  for  the  Army's  light  divisions  in  1986. 
Infantry,  airborne,  and  air  assault  were  to  be  studied,  in  that 
order.  "Technology  intensive",  the  light  division  had  double  mis¬ 
sions  of  independent  use  in  contingencies  and  reinforcement  of 
forces  already  deployed.  Initial  strength  constraints  were  14,000 
for  the  infantry  and  13,000  for  the  airborne  and  air  assault  divi¬ 
sions.  A  first  general  officer  workshop  was  set  for  February  1980, 
With  development  as  detailed  in  Chart  27. 
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CHART  26  -  CORPS  86 


SOURCE  BRIEFING  IN  PROCESS  REVIEW  OF 
OIV  86  FOR  GENERAL  MEYER.  18 
OCT  79  (CONFIDENTIAL  INFO 
USED  IS  UNCLASSlFIF.0) 


CHART  27 

LIGHT  DIVISION  TIMELINES/HIGHLiGHTS 
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SOURCE  BRIEFING.  IN  PROCESS  RE'MEW  OF  DIV  8b 
FOH  GENERAL  MEVER.  18  OCT  79 
(CONFIDENTIAL  INFO  USED  IS  UNCLASSII  IE D) 


CHART  28  -  ARMY  86  DEVELOPMENT  PLAN 
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Decisions:  October  1979 


General  Meyer  approved  the  objective  heavy  division  In 
principle  on  18  October.  But  Meyer  stated  that  he  would  not  make 
a  final  decision,  in  June  1980,  as  had  been  planned,  unless  confi¬ 
dent  about  the  light  division  and  Corps  8b  and  about  the  outcome  of 
the  forthcoming  Echelons  Above  Corps  Study.  In  the  meantime,  Divi¬ 
sions  86  planning,  evaluation,  and  svnthesis  and  transition  planning 
would  continue.  Mc\er  endorsed  continuance  of  the  Corps  86  Study 
and  approved  a  start  on  the  Lignt  Division  Study.  TRADOC’ s  Fixed 
Brigade  Study  was  formally  closed  out;  Meyer  and  starry  agreed  that 
the  fixed  brigade  was  an  idea  whose  time  had  not  yet  come. 

The  Army  Chief  of  Staff  saw  "he  cost  of  the  objective  divi¬ 
sion  as  the  matter  of  central  importance.  Strategies  to  dial  with 
it  were  discussed  but  not  concluded  at  the  18  October  meeting  — 
should  the  Army  go  for  the  crucial  "meat  and  potatoes"  systems,  or 
should  it  continue  to  keep  all  required  systems  "simmering"? I  Costs 
and  priorities  presented  major  problems.  Further,  General  Meyer  was 
not  in  full  accord  with  the  battalion  ratios  presented,  and  this 
matter  remained  undecided.  On  29  October,  TRADOC  presented  the 
Division  86  briefing  at  the  1979  Array  Conmanders  Conference.  At  the 
end  of  October  1979,  the  road  to  Division  86  —  now  but  the  first 
part  of  the  several  Army  86  Studies  —  was  as  outlined  in  Chart  23 . ^ 

Although  the  basic  structure  of  Division  86  approved  in 
October  1979  stayed  intact,  significant  changes  were  made  during 
FY  1980  affecting  tne  ACAB  and  reconnaissance  squadron,  the  division 
HHC  and  the  CEVI  battalion,  and  the  finance  company. 3 


1 

MFR,  TRADOC  Hist  Ofc,  20  Nov  79,  subj :  DIVISION  86: 
In-Process  Review  for  Chief  of  Staff,  Army,  General  Meyer,  and  Army 
Commanders  Conference. 

2 

(1)  Ibid.  (2)  Briefing  presented  at  the  In-Process  Review 
for  Division  86  for  Chief  of  Staff,  Army,  General  Meyer,  18  Oct  79 
(CONFIDENTIAL  —  Info  used  is  UNCLASSIFIED). 

3 

In  the  ACAB,  2  attack  helicopter  battalions  and  6  attack 
helicopter  companies  replaced  the  2  attack  squadrons  and  3  ACATs; 
also  in  the  ACAB  a  cavalry  squadron  was  added  with  2  aerial  troops 
and  2  ground  troops  —  the  ground  troops  now  incorporating  the 
assets  of  the  former  division  reconnaissance  squadron;  in  the  ACAB 
combat  support  aviation  battalion  the  command  aviation  company  was 
further  divided;  the  ACAB  would  increase  to  146  aircraft  and  2,008 
personnel.  Transfer  of  the  all-source  analysis  center  from  division 
HHC  back  to  the  CEWI  battalion  resulted  in  new  strengths  of  211  and 
488,  respectively.  The  finance  company  was  transferred  to  corps. 
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Division  86  was  a  significant  Artsy  achievement.  Yet,  it 
had  certain  short romings  as  it  stood  in  October  1979,  which  General 
Starry  and  his  planners  acknowledged.  Air  defense  command  and  con¬ 
trol  was  inadequate,  DISCOM  installations  lacked  proper  protection, 
and  DIVARTY  could  not  alone  adequately  meet  the  massive  counterfire 
and  interdiction  missions.  Division  command  -  control  also  was  a 
problem.  In  spite  of  its  shortcomings.  Starry  looked  on  Division 
86  as  a  sound  fighting  organization.  Compromises  had  been  necessary, 
but  the  new  division  embodied  most  of  the  elements  that  TRADOC  had 
set  out  to  give  it  a  year  earlier.** 


4 

KFRa,  TRADOC  Hist  Ofc,  20  Nov  79,  subj:  Division  86:  In- 
Process  Review  for  Chief  of  Staff,  Army,  General  Meyer,  and  Army 
Commanders  Conference,  and  18  Mar  80,  subj:  Hist  Ofc  Interview 
with  General  Starry,  6  Feb  80. 
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LIST  OF  ACRONYMS  AND  ABBREVIATIONS 


AA1I 

ACAB 

ACAS 

ACM 

AD 

ADA 

ADAM 

ADC 

ADE 

AC 

AG TEL IS 

AHAWS 

AHS 

ALO 

Arad  Cav 

ASAC 

ASA S 

ASH 

AT  CM 

Atk 

ATP 

AVLB 

Avn 

BCS 

Me 

BDM 

BDP 

BDWS 

BSTAR 

C3 

CAC 

CACDA 

CAS 

Cav 

CD 

CDEC 

CENTAG 

CEWI 

CFV 

CHAP 

Chea  def 

COSCOM 

CSA 

CSAB 

CSS 


advanced  attack  helicopter 

air  cavalry  attack  brigade 

air  cavalry  attack  squadron 

air  cavalry  attack  troop 

air  defense 

air  defense  art.illery 

artillery  delivered  antipersonnel  mine 

assistant  division  commander 

assistant  division  engineer 

adjutant  general 

automatic  ground  transportable  emitter  location  and 
identification  system 
advanced  heavy  antitank  weapon  system 
Academy  of  Health  Sciences,  U.S.  Army 
air  liaison  officer 
armored  cavalry 
all-source  analysis  center 
all-source  analysis  system 
advanced  scout  helicopter 
antitank  guided  missile 
attack 

ammunition  transfer  point 
armored  vehicle  launched  bridge 
aviation 

battery  computer  system 
brigade 

Braddock,  Dunn,  and  McDonald  Corporation 
Battlefield  Development  Plan 
biological  detection  and  warning  system 
battlefield  surveillance  and  target  acquisition  radar 
cosmnd-control-comnunications 
U.S.  Army  Combined  Arms  Center;  command  aviation 
company 

U.S.  Army  Combined  Arms  Combat  Developments  Activity 

close  air  support 

cavalry 

combat  developments 

U.S.  Army  Combat  Developments  Experimentation  Command 
Central  Army  Group 

combat  electronic  warfare  -  Intelligence 

cavalry  fighting,  vehicle 

Chaparral 

chemical  defense 

corps  support  command 

Chief  of  Staff  of  the  Army 

combat  support  aviation  battalion 

combat  service  support 
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DARCOM 

DCS 

DISCOtt 

Oiv 

DIVAD 

OIVADA 

DIVARn' 

DIWAG 

DMMC 

DRE 

DRS 

DS 

DSOC 

DTAB 

EAC 

Engr 

EW 

FA 

FAMAS 

FAMECE 

FASCAM 

Fin 

FIST 

FORSCOM 

FOV 

F&PIA 

FSE 

Fvd 

GEMSS 

GIXD 

GO 

GPS 

CSK 

GSRS 

H«1 

HHB 

HHC 

HHD 

HHT 

IFF 

IFV 

Intel 

ISTA 

I  TV 

JTIDS 

Lor 

Lt 

Malnt 

Mech 

Med 


D,S.  Army  Materiel  Development  and  Readiness  Command 
Deputy  Chief  of  Staff 
division  support  command 
division 

division  air  defense 
division  air  defense  artillery 
division  artillery 
division  war  game 

division  materiel  management  center 
Division  Restructuring  Evaluation 
Division  Restructuring  Study 
direct  support 

division  support  operations  center 
division  target  acquisition  battalion 
echelons  above  corps 
engineer 

electronic  warfare 
field  artillery 

field  artillery  meteorological  acquisition  system 
family  of  military  engineer  construction  equipment 
family  of  scatterable  mines 
f lnance 

fire  support  team 

U.S.  Army  Forces  Command 

forward  observer  vehicle 

force  and  program  Impact  assessment 

fire  support  element 

forward 

ground  emplaced  mine  scattering  system 

ground  User  locator  designator 

gsneral  officer 

global  positioning  system 

ground  surveillance  radar 

general  support  rocket  system 

helicopter 

headquarters  and  headquarters  battery 
headquarters  and  headquarters  company 
headquarters  and  headquarters  detachment 
headquarters  and  headquarters  troop 
Identification,  friend-or-foe 
Infantry  fighting  vehicle 
Intelligence 

Intelligence,  surveillance,  target  acquisition 
Improved  TOW  vehicle 

joint  tactical  information  distribution  system 

logistics 

light 

maintenance 

mechanized 

medical 
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Mr 

MIl.rUvCKN 

MMC 

mopms 

MPS 

MP 

mrtt 

Ms  l 

multkws 

NATO 

NBC 

NBDS 

NORTHAl. 

Nuc 

Oh  | 

Op 

OTEA 

PA 

PADS 

PEWS 

PLRS 

POL 

POW 

R3 

RAAMS 

RACO 

RDS 

REAP 

Recon 

REFORCER 

REMBASS 

ROAD 

RPV 

KSCAA 

RSTA 

SAW 

Sch 

SCORES 

SEAD 

SEMA 

SHORAD 

SINCGARS 

SLUFAE 

SOTAS 

Spt 

Sqdn 

SRWBR 

SAT 

TAB 


military  i site  li  Uouce 
U.S.  Army  Military  l’«  rnonnvl  Center 
materiel  man.«K»mient  center 
modular  pack,  mine  system 
military  oecupat  !.>nal  specialty 
military  police 

modular  record  trattlc  terminal 
miss  1  lo 

multiple  target  electrmit:  warfare  system 

North  Atlantic  Treaty  organization 

nuc  loar-b  lolog  ical-chrmlca  l 

nuclear  burst  detect  Ion  system 

Northern  Armv  Croup 

nuclear 

ob )  ect Ive 

operations 

U.S.  Armv  Operational  Tost  and  Evaluation  Ag*»ncy 

personnel  and  administration 

position  and  azimuth  determining  system 

platoon  early  warning  system 

position  location  reporting  system 

petroleum,  oils,  and  lubricants 

prisoner  of  war 

robustness-redundancy-res il lency 
remote  antiarmor  mine  system 
rear  area  combat  operations 
reconna issance-decon t am inat lon-smoke 
revised  engineer  ect ive  force 
reconnaissance 

redeployment  of  forces  to  Germany 

remotely  monitored  battlefield  sensor  system 

Reorganization  Objective  Army  Divisions 

remotely  piloted  vehicle 

remote  sensing  chemical  agent  alarm 

reconnalssance-survelllance-target  acquisition 

squad  automatic  weapon 

school 

scenario  oriented  recurring  evaluation  system 

suppression  of  enemy  air  defense 

special  electronic  mission  aircraft 

short  range  air  defense 

signal 

single  channel  ground  and  airborne  radio  subsystem 

surface  launched  unit  fuel  air  explosive 

standoff  target  acquisition  system 

support 

squadron 
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